


READING 
(No. 50] 

FULL COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 11318, TO PROVIDE 
THAT THOSE PERSONS ENTITLED TO RETIRED PAY OR RETAINER 
PAY UNDER THE CAREER COMPENSATION ACT OF 1949 WHO 
WERE PROHIBITED FROM COMPUTING THEIR RETIRED PAY OR 
RETAINER PAY UNDER THE RATES PROVIDED BY THE ACT OF 
MAY 20, 1958, SHALL BE ENTITLED TO HAVE THEIR RETIRED 
PAY OR RETAINER PAY RECOMPUTED ON THE RATES OF BASIC 
PAY PROVIDED BY THE ACT OF MAY 20, 1958 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D.C., Tuesday, April 5, 1960. 

The committee met at 10 a.m., Hon. Carl Vinson, chairman, 
presiding. 

The Cuatrman. Let the committee come to order. 

Members of the committee, the purpose this morning is first to con- 
sider H.R. 11318, a bill introduced by Mr. Kilday, which has been 
referred to this committee, to provide that those persons entitled 
to retired pay or retainer pay under the Career Compensation Act of 
1949, and so forth. 

(The bill follows :) 


[H.R. 11318, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To provide that those pereome entitled to retired pay or retainer pay under the 


Career Compensation Act of 1949 who were prohibited from computing their retired pay 
or retainer pay under the rates ape by the Act of May 20, 1958, shall be entitled 
to have their retired pay or retainer pay recomputed on the rates of basic pay provided 
by the Act of May 20, 1958 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, notwithstanding any other provision of 
law except section 6483 of title 10, United States Code, a person entitled to retired 
pay or retainer pay under the rates of basic pay in effect under the Career 
Compensation Act of 1949 before June 1, 1958, is entitled to retired pay or re- 
tainer pay based on the rates in effect on the effective date of this Act, or the 
retired pay or retainer pay to which he was entitled on the day before the effec- 
tive date of this Act, whichever is greater. 

Sec. 2. This Act becomes effective on the first day of the month following the 
month in which it is enacted. 

Sec. 3. No person is entitled to any increase in retired pay or retainer pay 
ry a of the enactment of this Act for any period before the effective date of 
this Act. 


The Cuamman. Now, we have the benefit this morning of starting 
off this hearing by having the observations and comments of the dis- 
tinguished Secretary of the Department of Defense. 

Mr. Gates just returned last night from a NATO conference in 
Europe, and when he finishes his statement this morning I am going 
to ask the members to withhold asking him any questions this morn- 
ing and be available for return ata later date. 
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Tomorrow we will have Mr. Finucane. Then we will get right 
down to all phases of this bill, at which time I desire and feel it may 
be incumbent upon me to make a statement analyzing all phases of 
this bill. 

So, Mr. Secretary, we welcome you back from your NATO trip. 

Now, you have permission to make a statement in your own manner, 
as you see fit to do so. 

Secretary Gates. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a privilege to 
appear before you in support of H.R. 11318, a bill which would au- 
thorize the recomputation of retired pay, based on the June 1, 1958, 
pay scale, of certain military personnel who retired prior to the 
passage of the Military Pay Act of 1958. H.R. 11318 is one of ap- 
proximately 50 similar, amendatory bills introduced in the Congress 
since the enactment of the 1958 military pay law. 

As you will recall, during the period from 1956 to 1958, the Depart- 
ment of Defense was greatly concerned over the difficulties encoun- 
tered in retaining the competent personnel required to man our de- 
fense activities. Asa result of studies made under the auspices of the 
Defense Department, it was determined that drastic changes were 
needed in the military pay system. Basically, the Department of De- 
fense felt that the pay system then in effect lacked proper incentive 
in the higher grades to which our career personnel, both officer and 
enlisted, could aspire. We believed that military compensation should 
be redesigned to attract and retain skilled personnel for critical spe- 
cialties and qualified persons for positions of responsibility. 

The bill proposed by the Department of Defense in 1958 (H.R. 
9979) was fashioned as a career incentive measure to accomplish 
sweeping changes in the military pay system. It was not intended as 
an across-the-board pay raise to meet an increase in the cost of living. 
For this reason it specifically excluded any increase in retired pay for 
those retired prior to enactment of the bill. 

The Defense bill, however, did not remain strictly an incentive 
measure. Congress, after extensive hearings, found reason to amend 
the bill to provide increased compensation in addition to the career 
meentive features. 

The Military Pay Act of 1958 has now been in effect for nearly 
2 years. During this period there has been a substantial increase in 
the morale, satisfaction and retention of essential active-duty person- 
nel. For example, in the Army the retention rate for ROTC officers 
on their first tour of obligated duty rose from 18.2 percent in fiscal 
vear 1957 to 25.4 percent in fiscal year 1959. During this same period 
the adjusted first-term reenlistment rate for the Department of De- 
fense as a whole rose from 21 percent to 30 percent, with significant 
increases in the more critical technical and combat leadership skills. 

Since the bill’s passage, however, protest has mounted among re- 
tired people against what they consider to be a departure from the 
traditional active duty pay—retired pay relationship. 

This traditional relationship of retired pay to active duty pay 
is probably the oldest long-term incentive in the military pay sys- 
tem. The first general retirement law in 1861 geared retired pay 
to active duty pay. There was one departure from the practice in 
1922, but this tradition was restored in 1926 when the recomputa- 
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ght tion of retired pay was reinstated. Nor has the relationship been 
nay confined only to pay increases. A reduction of 814; percent in of- 
+ of ficers’ pay in 1932 and reductions of 15 percent, 10 pera and 5 
percent in the pay of all personnel during the period 1933 to 1935 


applied to retired pay as well as active duty pay. Such reasons, 
ner, among others, give status to the case for the recomputation of retired 
pay as recommended in H.R, 11318. 

The Defense Department has studied carefully the comments which 


> to we have received from retired military personnel and others speak- 
au- ing in their behalf. We have concluded that we should request the 
158, Congress to revert to the time-honored relationship between retired 
the and active duty pay. The Defense Department now recommends the 
ap- passage of TI.R. 11318. We have become increasingly aware of the 
Fess fact. that the pay bill of 1958, as enacted, is not sufficiently unique to 
justify a departure from what has been traditionally the policy of 
urt- our Government. 
un- Undoubtedly there is merit in the assertion that morale in the 
de- active forces will be further enhanced by restoring the increase to 
the those receiving retired pay under the same law but retired prior 
ere to June 1, 1958. 
De- The Defense Department does not desire any discrimination to 
Live exist against our retired personnel and particularly those officers who 
und bore the brunt of senior responsibility in command during wartime, 
uld many of whom did so with great. distinction, patriotism, and heroism. 
spe- It has been pointed out that these officers are denied the traditional 
corresponding raise in their retirement pay, while it will be given 
.R. to those who come after them who served in lesser roles of re- 
lish sponsibility during wartime and some in the future who may never 
1 as be exposed to combat. 
ng. We urge Congress to pass this bill which is now before this com- 
for mittee for consideration. In doing so we will be keeping faith with 
; those who kept faith with their country particularly pea Ts the dark 
Live and dangerous days of World War II and to all who have given the 
end best years of their life in loyal, honorable service in our Armed 
"eer Forces. 

We will also retain the invaluable concept that a retired member 
ly of the Armed Forces is still a part—and an important part—of our 
>In defense team. 
on- I appreciate very much the fact that this committee has afforded 
ers me the opportunity of expressing these views—views that are shared 
scal unanimously by the military departments and the President. 

‘iod I have with me representatives of my office and the services who 

De- stand ready to give the committee detailed information as you wish, 

ant Mr. Chairman. 

ills. Thank you. 

re- The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

the Now, I am going to ask that you make yourself available and return 
at any time that the committee finds that it will be necessary to have 

pay you to give them additional information. 

3yS- And tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock we will have Mr. Finucane 

pay and the other witnesses that have been listed here to testify. 

» In I am going to postpone any further hearing this morning on this 


ita- | bill until tomorrow morning, at 10 o’clock. 
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Mr. Secretary, you are excused. 
Thank you very much. 
Secretary Gares. Thank you, sir. 


(Whereupon, at 10:25 am., the committee proceeded to other 
business. ) 


Hovse or RepresENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D.C., Wednesday, April 6, 1960. 


The committee met at 10 a.m., Hon. Paul J. Kilday presiding. 

Mr. Kitpay. The committee will be in order. 

We will continue this morning with the hearings on H.R. 11318, 
the pay equalization bill. 

Mr. Vinson has gone to appear before the Committee on Rules as 
a witness. 

At this point I want a memorandum to be included in the record 
prepared by Mr. Vinson. It is a memorandum he had prepared to be 
included in the record at this point. It is included without objection. 

(The memorandum follows :) 


MEMORANDUM BY CHAIRMAN VINSON RE H.R. 11318, THE Pay EQUALIZATION 
Bix INTRODUCED BY Mr. KILDAY 


1. This bill makes applicable the pay scales contained in the act of May 20, 
1958 (the 1958 Pay Act which went into effect on June 1, 1958), to persons 
retired from the uniformed services prior to June 1, 1958, who are paid under 
the rates prescribed in the Career Compensation Act of 1949. 

2. The fiscal 1961 cost of the bill is $31,320,000, insofar as members of the 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force are concerned, and $2,280,100 for the 
Coast Guard, Public Health Service, and Coast and Geodetic Survey. The 
figures decrease slightly in each succeeding fiscal year. 

3. Under H.R. 11318, 114,158 retired members of the Army, Navy, Marine 
Corps, and Air Force will receive pay increases and about 5,000 retired members 
of the Coast Guard, Public Health Service, and Coast and Geodetic Survey. 

4. 38,199 retired members of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force 
retired prior to June 1, 1958, and paid under the pay scales of the Career 
Compensation Act in effect prior to June 1, 1958, will not receive any increase 
under H.R. 11318 since the 6-percent cost-of-living increase they received, 
effective June 1, 1958, gives them a higher retired pay than they would receive 
if they computed their retirement pay under the new pay scales. 

5. There are 45,795 retired members of the military departments (41,302 
officers and 4,493 enlisted personnel) who are paid under the pay scales of the 
Pay Readjustment Act of 1942, as amended, who likewise will not receive any 
increase under H.R. 11318. These individuals did receive a 6-percent cost-of- 
living increase effective June 1, 1958. 

6. Of the $31,320,000 that the bill will cost in fiscal 1961, $25,290,000 will be 
paid to retired officers, and $6,029,000 will be paid to retired enlisted personnel. 

7. Of the 114,158 retired members who will receive pay increases under the 
bill, 49,884 are officers and 64,274 are enlisted personnel. However, the in- 
creased pay resulting from the enactment of H.R. 11318 varies considerably 
among the officer grades and the enlisted ranks. 
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This is the way it will run: 
Retired pay grade Rank Total Additional average annual increase 
personnel 
OFFICERS 
C/S, CNO, CMC, CJCS...... 11 | Will get $4,586 more per year. 
Cet caccceuncsnuinsucs JT \heepleltine sets tase sie 41 | Will get $3,193 more per year. 
OD. nsnbddeceddddas due Lieutenant general. ___.......- 126 | Will get $2,394 more per year. 
| er eer DE Sond tonncucanede 817 | Will get $1,918 more per year. 
Sf SERS HPSTAS ES Brigadier general____.....---.-- 1,130 | Will get $1,416 more per year. 
oo ONE i a dun chindeckitcnin<sietinde 12,933 | Will get $1,035 more per year. 
allisccakoeoencsabaleeas Lieutenant colonel -_--__...---_- 10,177 | Will get $526 more per year. 
OS ee ee oe eee jE oe eee se 11,036 | Will get $103 more per year. 
es OS SES ee 2,556 | Will get $83 more per year. 
OME: hub kseondguatts 166 Meweeneie. . 22. occ cute 2,143 | Will get $38 more per year. 
eS ee eee ee si 1 | Will get $25 more per year. 
cy ok, Be OS eta ee eee os ee 49, 884 
cluding warrant 
officers). 
ENLISTED | 
bs. cided miintiedoaecd Sergeant, first class............ 50, 186 | Will get $113 more per year. 
| > ae: eS Stadt SOTWOOTS .. 6... cansunens | 7,141 | Will get $19 more per year. 
SS Stee EE earn | hs ES eRe 3,169 | Will get $47 more per year. 
Sa a am oe NESS a ee ae | 2,543 | Will get $22 more per year. 
Acca cte. waccteckon Private, first class...........-- | 516 | Will get $4 more per year. 
eee el a ee ae ee | 666 | Will get $6 more per year. 
| ESS A eS | RD wsitnnetadieinanne iiss | 53 | Will get $10 more per year. 
ER EE es Ee ae ae eee ae a eee 64, 274 
Bred Reb Othe ne csc~ sh siskncncicidendusenavd | 114, 158 
cluding warrant 
officers). 
| 








8. The 1958 Pay Act, which went into effect on June 1, 1958, brought about 
substantial pay increases for the officers, and particularly the senior officers. It 
also created two new enlisted pay grades—E-8 and E-9. 

Since the 1958 Pay Act increased the pay scales very dramatically in the 
senior officer grades, it quite logically follows that making the new pay scales 
applicable to officers who served in these grades and who retired prior to June 1, 
1958 will result in very substantial and dramatic retired pay increases under 
H.R. 11318. 

9. Retirement costs for the Department of Defense for fiscal 1961, without the 
pay increase, amounts to $775 million. This will be increased by $31 million if 
H.R. 11318 becomes law. As a matter of interest, it is estimated that by 1970, 
with an average 6-percent cost-of-living increase every 4 years, retirement costs 
will, for the Department of Defense, be $1,956 million annually; and by 1983, 
on the same projection, $4,829 million annually. 

Mr. Kirpay. I see that our colleague, the gentleman from Califor- 
nia, Mr. Baldwin, is present. We will be glad to have your state- 
ment at this time, Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you very much, Mr, Chairman. 

Mr. Kinpay. Have a seat and go ahead in your own way. 

Mr. Batpwrn. Mr. Chairman, I very much appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to appear and testify before this committee in favor of the 
equalization of pay of retired military personnel. 

Last year on the opening day of the 1959 session I introduced H.R. 
703 on this subject. When the Defense Department report was filed 
on this and other similar bills, the Defense Department made certain 
recommendations of technical changes in the proposed legislation. I, 
therefore, introduced H.R. 9304 on the opening day of our 1960 
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session. H.R. 9304 contains the exact proposed wording which was 
recommended by the Defense Department. 

I have reviewed H.R. 11318, and it is my understanding that this 
bill would accomplish the same objective as H.R. 9304. I should, 
therefore, like to testify in behalf of both H.R. 11318 and H.R. 9304, 
as either one will do the job which should be done. 

The purpose of these bills is to restore the pay of retired military 
personne] to the status which it has prior to the enactment of Public 
Law 85-422 of June 1, 1958. The almost undeviating principle in 
the military pay and retirement system has been that the pay of a re- 
tired officer has been directly geared to the active duty pay of an 
officer of the same rank and length of service, when such officers are 
receiving pay under the same law. Thus, when the existing law was 
amended to increase the pay of the active duty officer, that of the 
retired officer was automatically increased correspondingly. However, 
in the enactment of Public Law 85-422, this basic principle was not 
followed. The purpose of H.R. 9304 and H.R. 11318 is to reestablish 
this traditional principle which had come to be considered almost 
inviolate. 

The Defense Department has taken a position in favor of these bills. 
In addition, President Eisenhower has announced that he is in sup- 
port of this legislation. I, therefore, hope very much that this com- 
mittee will approve this legislation as soon as these hearings are com- 
pleted, and bring this legislation to the House for a vote very shortly 
thereafter. I believe we owe it to retired military personnel to make 
every effort to obtain the enactment of this legislation during the 
current congressional session. 

Mr. Kiipay. Thank you, Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kinpay. I appreciate the fact that you had offered the bill to 
which you referred in your statement. 

Upon consideration of the bill proposed by the Department, it was 
my view, from my familiarity with the subject, having been the au- 
thor of the bill sought to be amended, that the Department had ap- 
proached it from a departmental standpoint, and there were certain 
parliamentary considerations which should be taken into effect, and 
for that reason I drafted the other bill, to take into consideration all 
of the parliamentary implications involved. 

Thank you, Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am 100 percent for any bill which will achieve the objective of 
the legislation that your bill has, Mr. Chairman. I will give it my 
100 percent support on the floor. 

Mr. Kinpay. Yes, sir. 

The point is to get the job done. 

Mr. Batpwiy. That is right. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kitpay. Mr. Becker. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, may I say a word of compliment for 
my colleague, Mr. Baldwin, from California. He has had the same 
attitude since he came to Congress. I had the pleasure of being as- 
signed to the Committee on Public Works when he came to Washing- 
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ton, and there again he adopted the same attitude, that the most im- 
portant thing was to get the job done. 

I compliment you on that attitude, Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Kripay. Thank you, Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you. 

Mr. Kitpay. We will now hear the Honorable Charles C. Finucane, 
Assistant Secretary of Defense. 

You may proceed, Mr. Secretary, and you may have whoever you 
desire to accompany you at the table. 

Secretary Frnucane. Thank you, very kindly. 

Mr. Kirpay. And if there are any representatives of the service 
you want to come up also, you may. 

Senator Finucane. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a great honor 
and a great pleasure to again be with you. 

My Secretary, Secretary Gates, made a statement on behalf of the 
Department yesterday—indeed, on behalf of the Government. 
Therefore I will not take the committee’s time with a prepared state- 
ment this morning, Mr. Kilday, other than to urge in the strongest 
possible terms your favorable consideration of this bill. 

My associates, and I, Mr. Chairman, will be happy to answer any 
questions that might occur to the members of the committee. 

Mr. Kinpay. Mr. Secretary, specifically as to H.R. 11318, which is 
pending before the committee, you endorse that bill ? 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir; as strongly as we can. 

Mr. Kinpay. And the language which it contains ? 

Secretary Frnucane. The language which it contains, as well as 
the thought and the motivation back of it, yes, sir. 

Mr. Kitpay. The President included this item in his budget, did 
he not, Mr. Secretary ? 

Secretary Finucane. He did, in his budget message for fiscal year 
1961; yes, sir. 

Mr. Kitpay. Can you tell us the amount of money which was in- 
cluded? It is the budget of 1961. The message came over, of course, 
in January of 1960. 

Colonel Rossrns. I am Colonel Robbins. 

I believe, sir, it is an under-the-line item in the budget, sir. 

Mr. Kitpay. That is right. 

Colonel Rosgsrns. $31 million is involved for the Department of De- 
fense for fiscal year 1961, sir. 

Mr. Buanprorp. $24 million, Mr. Chairman, was the amount that 
was in the budget. It was later recomputed at $31 million. 

Mr. Kirpay. But the budget does contain an item of $22 million 
for the fiscal 1961—— 

Mr. Buianprorp. 24 was the figure at that time in the budget. It 
was later recomputed and raised to $31 million as the estimated cost. 

Mr. Kinpay. Are there any questions of Secretary Finucane? 

Mr. Rivers. I would like to ask. 

Mr. Kizpay. Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. Rivers. I want Mr. Blandford to hear this, too. 

Mr. Secretary, of course, numbers of us introduced bills on this 
same subject. 

Secretary Finucane. Yes. 
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Mr. Rivers. And the intent and substance of them are all practically 
the same. 

Secretary Finucane. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. And of course we are all seeking the same objective. 

I was a member of Mr. Kilday’s committee when we wrote the act 
of 1958. And as events have turned out, the Department would have 
done well, if they had had the attitude then that they have now. 

What we are seeking now is to accomplish the objective that, be- 
cause of the history of the attitude and the action of the Congress, 
these people had been taken care of in the past, so they have a right 
to expect it. 

Hence, what Secretary Gates has said: The effect of morale on those 
now living in the service—— 

(Secretary Finucane nods.) 

Mr. Rivers (continuing). Plus the fact that they are potentially 
under military discipline because they can be recalled and court- 
martialed; any retired Regular is subject to court-martial. 

Secretary Finucane. That is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. So those things in combination seriously affect the 
morale of the present personnel of the military active forces. 

Now, here is my question : 

There is no retroactive feature to this / 

Secretary Finucane. I would like to say, Mr. Rivers, we appreciate 
your comments about our retired people, because we share those 
comments fully. 

The proposal in this legislation, Mr. Rivers, is, I believe, to start 
paying the additional moneys to those who merit it on the signing of 
the bill, and I believe—— 

Mr. Buanprorp. The first day of the first month. 

Secretary Finucane. The first day of the first month after the 
enactment of the legislation. 

Mr. Rivers. The first day of the first month following in which it 
is enacted. 

Secretary Fryucane. In which it is enacted, sir. 

_ Mr. Rivers. So there isn’t any retroactive feature ¢ 

Secretary Finucane. There is no retroactive feature, Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. Rivers. So while those people whom we have left out of the 
provisions of the Pay Act of 1958 will be taken care of in the future, 
there still remains a little feeling of neglect on our aggregate parts, 
and in a lot of areas of little bitterness, isn’t there ? 

Secretary Fryucane. Well, I couldn’t answer that, sir, because it 
hasn’t come to my attention. I would assume that that would be so. 

Mr. Rivers. Because I have run into a lot of my good friends who 
feel that they were overlooked, and they had terrific war records. 

Secretary Finucane. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. And there was an effort on the part of a lot of us—Mr. 
Kilday remembers it. We would like to have worked out something 
for them there, too, but we just couldn’t do it. 

Secretary Frnucane. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. But, in the future, they will be paid the same as those 
now retired, won’t they ¢ 

Secretary Finucane. That is correct, Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. Rivers. That is the context of the bill ? 
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Secretary Finucane. That is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. So in the future, if and when this bill is passed—I have 
no doubt it will pass. And of course we all hope it will. 

Secretary Frnucane. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. They will be on the same footing as these people. 

Secretary Finucane. Exactly the same. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, another point: 

Hence this is a concrete evidence that this time we are making the 
precedent by legislative action. 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Isn’t that right ? 

(Secretary Finucane nods.) 

Mr. Rivers. Not by affirmative—it would be a presupposition, that 
the Congress would take care of it. This establishes the precedent by 
legislation. 

Mr. Blandford? 

Mr. Buanprorp. It reestablishes precedent. Of course, this has 
happened in the past. 

Mr. Rrvers. Yes. 

Mr. Buanprorp. What you are doing here is reestablishing it, of 
course. 

Mr. Rivers. Recognizing the fact that we left them out, this makes 
it more affirmative than any act we have had done. 

Mr. Bianprorp. Well, the Congress did this in 1926, Mr. Rivers, 
which is probably the strongest argument for doing it in 1960. 

Mr. Price. Would the gentleman yield there ? 

Mr. Kizpay. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Rivers. Be glad to. 

Mr. Price. I don’t think the impression should be that the Con 
left them out, because the Congress put them in for what they did get. 

Mr. Kitpay. That is true. 

Mr. Price. They were left out by the administration, by the 
Pentagon. 

Mr. Kirpay. The situation which existed in 1958 was—— 

Mr. Rivers. We tried to give it to them. 

Mr. Kupay. That the Department, and I think it is correct to say 
the White House, objected—— 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. 

Mr. Kixpay (continuing). To the inclusion of any increase for those 
persons retired prior to the effective date of the new pay bill. 

Mr. Rivers. | think that is a true statement. 

Mr. Kitpay. The subcommittee included a provision for an increase 
of 6 percent. We were apprehensive that that increased cost might 
hazard a veto of the bill, but we included it, and the bill was not 
vetoed but was signed. But had we followed the recommendation of 
the Department and of the President, they would have received noth- 
ing. Under the recommendation of the committee, they received 6 
percent. 

Mr. Rivers. I remember that well, because I was on the committee, 
and that was the unanimous feeling of the committee. We had to in- 
stitute that action. 

So what we are doing here today is following the precedent set 
by the Congress, with the affirmative position of the administration. 
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Secretary Finucane. That is correct. 
May I make a statement, Mr. Kilday ? 
Mr. Kinpay. Yes. 


Secretary Fryucane. A short statement in comment on your | 


remarks. 

Mr. Kitpay. Yes, Mr. Finucane. 

Secretary Finucane. The concept of the pay bill of 1958 was a 
radical departure from the historical method of compensation for our 
military people. 

In the missile age, we felt very deeply the competition of industry 
for our highly trained people and our most competent young officers. 

With that thought in mind, a committee, headed by a civilian, but 
made up of people of all services, both military and civilian, tried 
to find a graduated scale of pay which would enable us to more nearly 
compete with industry, oa also to offer a large emolument at the 
top of the list to encourage young oflicers to aspire to 3- or 4-star rank. 

As you will remember, prior to that time, even a major general 
was not very handsomely paid. 

The bill, as presented to the Congress, was presented with that 
background—and true, it was presented by the administration, but 
it was also the result of a great deal of study, and we will say modern 
pay techniques. 

The Congress, in its wisdom, and we find no fault with it at all, 
added the 6-percent factor. 

Then after it became a pay raise, which it was not originally con- 
stitu‘ed to be—because many of the grades were not raised at all in 
the Cordiner proposals—and after some really deep study and soul 
searching in the last 18 months, of which I have been a part, as you 
know, we have come to the conclusion that we would like to revert 
to the historic methods of relationship between our retired officers 
and our on-duty officers, and our retired enlisted men and our on-duty 
enlisted men, and that is why we are strongly recommending your 
consideration of this bill. 

Mr. Kirpay. Now, Mr. Secretary, you have found that the adverse 
effect on the active-duty personnel, of the hazard of losing a tradi- 
tional benefit after retirement, that is, the effect on the active-duty 
personnel, is such as to justify a return to the traditional system. 

Secretary Frxvcane. I think we did it, Mr. Chairman, because we 
think it is the right thing to do. 

I wouldn’t say for a minute that it doesn’t have a very fine morale 
effect on our active-duty people, but I think we did it because we think 
it is the right thing to do, rather than particularly because of how it 
affects the personal feelings of anybody on active duty or retired. 

Mr. Katpay. Now, the committee headed by the civilian to which 
you refer is the Cordiner group? 

Secretary Finucane. That 1s correct, sir. 

Mr. Kinpay. It is a fact, sir, of course, that the Cordiner commit- 
tee’s report recommended that those previously retired be permitted 
to recompute their retired pay on the new rates; that is true, isn’t it? 

Secretary Frnucanr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirpay. But that portion of the Cordiner committee report was 
not approved by the administration ? 

Secretary Finucane. No, sir. 
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Mr. Kizpay. Now, the next point is that while the Cordiner com- 
mittee report and the bill submitted by the Department were essen- 
tially a readjustment of pay scales, the bill, as it came to us from the 
Department, did contain a provision for a temporary pay increase— 
and here I would say, parenthetically, that I know of nothing more 
permanent than a temporary pay increase. But the recommendation 
from the Department had a formula for a temporary pay increase 
for those receiving no adjustment under the departmental proposal, 
and when figured out, that was 6 percent. That is true? 

(Secretary Finucane nods. ) 

Mr. Kitpay. So that the bill that came from the Department had 
two phases: the readjustment of the pay scales and a cost of living 
increase of approximately 6 percent for those who did not receive at 
least 6 percent under the bill ? 

(Secretary Finucane nods.) 

Mr. Kizpay. And the committee, using that 6 percent as a guide- 
line, gave 6 percent to those previously retired. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, may | finish? 

Mr. Kinpay. Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. Rivers. So as a result of the action of that committee then, 
and the soul-searching by the Department now, it is now concluded 
that it wasn’t worth the small yest that was saved to have left 
them out 

Secretary Finucane. Mr. Rivers 

Mr. Rivers. Because of the serious impact it has proven to have on 
the morale of those who were left out, plus the morale of those on 
active duty. And, as you said, it was the right thing to do. 

Secretary Finucane. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. Because I served on that committee. If you will re- 
member, Mr. Secretary, as Mr. Kilday said, we had an awfully hard 
time to even get the bill up on the Hill, if you remember. 

Secretary Finucane. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. I remember vividly Mr. Cordiner wanted to abolish 
the concept of longevity. 

(Secretary Finucane nods.) 

Mr. Rivers. But he did get a bill up here, which was a great service 
to the country, and he brought to the attention of the American 
people the need to retain these people of unusual skills, plus looking 
to the future, so that we will take care of those from whom we have 
received dedication and service. 

But this bill today rights that oversight and does the right thing, 
as you have said. 

Secretary Finucane. Right, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for just a 
quick observation ? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

_ Mr. Harpy. I just want to express my appreciation that this thing 
is put in its proper perspective. 

The other day there was an editorial in one of the Washington 
papers which urged Congress to correct the mistakes that it made 
when it passed this bill before. 

Mr. Rivers. Why, the Congress didn’t make a mistake at all. 

Mr. Harpy. We have enough to concern ourselves with in things 
we do wrong, without taking the responsibility for this one. 
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Actually, the way this thing developed, we were given vo under- 
stand, in no uncertain terms, that if we made this retirement appli- 
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cable all the way across the board, as it had been before, that the c 
bill would be vetoed. And we were scared to death that the 6 per- t 
cent was going to bring a veto. t 

So let us understand exactly what did happen, because it wasn’t ( 
our responsibility. If it hadn’t been for the committee, they 
wouldn’t have gotten the 6 percent, which they did get. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kitpay. Will the gentleman yield to the gentlewoman from ; 
New York? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Kizpay. Mrs. St. George. 

Mrs. St. Grorce. Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment the Secre- ‘ 
a for his statement. 

his condition started in 1958, and it has now been happily re- | 


solved in 1960; is that correct ? ) 

Secretary Finucane. That is correct, Mrs. St. George. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. There has been a great deal of talk about fearing 
a veto. I never understand that we legislated completely under that 
fear. In the first place, none of us know when we are going to get ) 
a veto. Atleast, I don’t. Maybe some of the others do. 

I would like to say, without quoting the President—which I know ) 
is something one does not do, Mr. Chairman—that I happen to know | 
that the President favored legislation some time ago. And I think 
we are all entitled to change our minds. And 2 years is a very 
short time in which to change your mind. Although women can 
change it more often. [Laughter. ] 

Mr. Rivers. I will finish with this, Mr. Secretary. 

We did a little work up here on that bill, because we did have to 
put in the 6 percent ourselves. But I am not complaining about 
you. I think your attitude is fine. And I think we all have got to 
right this oversight. 

I am willing to take my blame. I don’t think it was entirely ours. 
But be that as it may, we want to do the right thing this morning. 
And I recognize that your affirmative position on this is that of the 
President. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Kizpay. Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Rivers. I am finished. 

Mr. Bray. I don’t agree that it is entirely the responsibility of the 
administration, as has been mentioned here earlier. As it happens, 
I was the only member of the committee that. voted present when 
the bill came out of the committee, because I felt that was a very 
definite mistake we were making. And I said so at the time. 

I don’t remember any administration pressures on the matter. I 
think maybe we were kind of asleep at the switch and didn’t take care 
of something we should have taken care of at the same time. 

And I made the same remarks when the bill came up on the floor 
of the House, although I voted for it on the floor of the House. 

Mr. Kitpay. Any other questions? 

(Chorus of “Mr. Chairman.”) 

Mr. Becxer. Mr, Chairman—— 
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Mr. Kitpay. First, Mr. Price. : 

Mr. Price. Mr. Chairman, I hate to continue the same line of dis- 
cussion, but I think the chairman, himself, is in a pretty good posi- 
tion to know the exact circumstances under which we worked at that 
time. And I recall very vividly that we were working within a 
dollar limit. 

The matter of adjustments has not been an easy one. It has been 
fought out for the last year and a half or 2 years, to get budget 
approval of this adjustment that we are making here now. And it 
was not easily obtained. 5 

Mr. Kizpay. I would say to the gentleman that I was the man in 
the middle at the time. rhaeeiniat 

And I suppose I know as thoroughly what happened here as any- 
one else. 

But I am not concerned about how it happened or why it hap- 
pened. I am just glad we are in the frame of mind to correct it 
now. 

Mr. Witson. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Kizpay. Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Winson. As long as we are having different versions of who 
did what to whom, I would like to submit my version. 

I think this was a trial balloon to see if the military would buy a 
changed concept in retirement pay, and the balloon has been shot 
down, and it 1s obvious that the traditional system of retirement 
pay is the only one that will be acceptable. And we are correcting a 
mistake that we in this committee made and the Congress made. That 
is my version, Mr. Chairman. 

r. Kizpay. Mr. Becker. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman. 

I don’t know—Mr. Secretary—— 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, Mr. Becker. 

Mr. Becker. I compliment you on your statement, but actually I 
don’t know what we are trying to prove here this morning. It seems 
to me we are all in favor of this bill. It is a good bill. We believe 
the readjustment should be made. 

Secretary Finucane. That is right. 

Mr. Becker. But actually, I don’t know what we are trying to 
prove here, as to who was right or who was wrong 2 years ago. 

[I subseribe to what my colleague said here: If the Congress felt 2 
years ago it should have been in there then, it was our duty and re- 
sponsibility to put it in the bill. And, believe me, since I have been 
in Congress teal in legislative bodies, for 16 years, we never concerned 
ourselves very much about a veto if we thought the proposition should 
be in the bill. 

So the responsibility was ours, right here, and nobody else’s. 

Now, one thing I want to ask the Secretary: I placed a telephone 
call with you yesterday morning before I knew this bill was coming 
before us—I think yesterday or the day before. 

Does this affect all officers retired prior to 1958 ? 

Secretary Finucane. No: it does not, Mr. Becker. 

Mr. Brecker. Now, that is the point, Mr. Chairman, that I would 
like to get straight. I know the chairman must be knowledgeable 
about it, because he always is. 
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Mr. Kizpay. On this phase of it, I would suggest that, as to testi- 
mony with reference to it, that we should probably wait until we get 
to the departmental witnesses, because I don’t believe we should at- 
tempt to burden the Secretary with detail. : 

But the bill we are considering state just exactly what it is going 
to do in the title. It provides that those persons entitled to retired 
pay or retainer pay under the Career Compensation Act of 1949, who 
were prohibited from computing their retired pay or retainer pay 
under the rates provided by the act of May 20, 1958, shall be entitled 
to have their retired pay and thheir retainer pay recomputed on the 
rates of basic pay provided by the act of May 20, 1958. 

Mr. Rivers. That is the new title. 

Mr. Kizpay. Now, this is a rather complicated situation, and I 
doubt if it is thoroughly understood by any but those who are affected 
in their pay. [Laughter. | 

They understand it therouhgly. 

Mr. Becker. Yes, that is right. 

Mr. Kizpay. And I guess this is as good a place as any for the 
Chair to state the situation as it exists. 

Prior to the Career Compensation Act of 1949, any person retired 
in the military services because of physical disability was entitled to 
receive 75 percent of his base pay. A person was disqualified for 
physical disability if he was physically disqualified for full field duty. 

So that no matter the nature or extent of his disability, if he was 
not then capable of taking the field and performing the full field duty, 
he is subject to retirement and his compensation was 75 percent of his 
base pay. 

Mr. Smart. Tax exempt. 

Mr. Kitpay. That had been the law for a long period of time. 

And, when you bear in mind that at the beginning of mobilization 
for World War II the Army and Navy had only 20,000 officers in both 
services, you can understand that Congress and the country could 
afford to be very generous with the people who retired for physical 
disability. 

But by 1949 our retirement costs had increased to the point that it 
was essential that we then revise our retirement laws, and that was 
done under the Career Compensation Act of 1949. 

It has been in effect since that time, well understood, and, while 
perhaps not too gracefully, it is accepted as the established retirement 
system. 

There is that long period of life behind it. 

The pay scales were greatly increased in 1949. The last pay bill 
before that was the Pay Act of 1942-—— 

Mr. Buanprorp. 1946. 

Mr. Kirpay. 1942, and then 1946. That is correct. 

Mr. BLanprorp. Yes. 

Mr. Kitpay. In the Pay Act of 1949, we changed the system of re- 
tirement for physical disability to one of the percentage of his dis- 
ability as rated by the Veterans’ Administration rating tables, pro- 
viding for retirement with a 30-percent disability. 

We did not prohibit the people retired under the provisions of law 
in existence prior to 1949 from drawing their retired pay upon the 
scales of 1949. But we required them to do just exactly what every- 
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body else being paid under the act of 1949 would be required to do. 
They had an election of continuing to be paid under the scale then 
received or electing to accept the pay scales under the act of 1949. 

Of course, they elected the one which was of the highest monetary 
benefit to them. 

If they could not qualify or did not elect, then they remained under 
the prior laws. 

So that now we are trying to cure a mistake made specifically in 
1958. And I don’t criticize those who would like to change the act 
of 1949, so as to produce a larger return for themselves. But that 
is not what we are here about. 

We are not attempting to change the retirement system established 
in 1949. We are attempting to correct an inequity that crept into the 
act of 1958. 

Now, the gentleman from South Carolina mentioned the retroactive 
feature. 

There are 40,000 or more officers who are retired under pay bills 
other than the Career Compensation Act of 1949. 

This would increase the pay of only those retired under the act of 
1949. If I wanted to defeat the bill—if I was the most radically 
opposed man to the provisions of this bill—I would go about it by 
adding additional people and additional money to this bill. 

It has been stated that in the first year—that is, 1961—under the 
provisions of the bill we had before us, it will cost $31 million. 

If you go retroactive for 2 years, you are going to just about treble 
the cost, less 6 percent. 

So that you have already killed the bill if you make it retroactive. 
I think I can almost guarantee that you have killed the bill, if not in 
the committee, then on the floor, and if not there, certainly when it 
comes to the President’s action on the bill, because he has set aside 
money in his budget to take care of this bill and for the future and 
not retroactively, nor to attempt to change the retirement system 
of 1949. 

We are dealing with big money here, and if you make it retro- 
active, my quick and accurate computation here indicates that it will 
go over $80 million the first year. 

Mr. Rivers. You mean if you make it retroactive back to 1958? 

Mr. Kitpay. If you make it retroactive, you increase it from 31 to 
something over 80 millions. 

Mr. Rivers. That is why I asked the question. 

Mr. Kitpay. If you want to kill it, you put it on there. I would 
rather have it killed in this committee. 

Mr. Rivers. Wait. That is why I raised the question. 

We have done the most practical thing here. We are recognizing a 
practical situation. Now, we want to help somebody, and this is the 
way todoit. That is why weall agreed on this. 

Mr. Kipay. Any other questions? 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kitpay. Mr. Becker. 

Mr. Becker. I just wanted to finish, 

I asked you a question, and I certainly got a good and complete 
answer. 

And I imagine these things you say will be developed later on by 
other witnesses. 
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Mr. Kupay. Oh, yes. I think they are properly addressable to 
the personnel people of the departments. 

We should confine the examination of the Secretary to the overall 
policy questions involved. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. 

Mr. Becker. I have no further questions of the Secretary, except 
tocompliment him for his very fine cooperation. 

Finucane. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kaupay. Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, I intended to address some questions 
later, but I think you explained it very thoroughly now, about how 
complicated this thing is. 

I do want to make this remark for the record : 

A retired officer the other day explained to me an inequality that 
happened in the 1922 pay act. ‘This is the way it worked out: A per- 
son, that graduated in the class of 1915 had 7 years of commissioned 
service to his credit when the 1922 act was passed. Thus, he received 
over the next 17 years $1,000 a year more than a graduate of the 
1917 class received for the same rank and length of commissioned 
service. 

It sounded difficult for me to believe that that could happen. But 
I spent a couple of hours on it and found out that it was true. It’s 
due to the loss of longevity credit for Academy time for classes after 
1915. 

I am merely mentioning that to show how complicated this thing 
can be. And I am happy that the chairman, Mr. Kilday, has brought 
about as simple a bill as he has, because there have been inequities 
in the past that are just as bad as this. 

Now, I think we are going to take care of those inequities, and it is 
commendable. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman: 

Mr. Kizpay. Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. Rivers. I would like to make an inquiry. 

Everybody here is in accord with this bill, I would presume. 

Now, we don’t want to delay the action of this committee on this 
important matter, because everybody is interested in it. 

Now, what everybody present here this morning wants to do is to 
get this bill favorably acted on. 

And I think we could let our counsel, Mr. Blandford, answer some 
of the detailed questions and let the remaining witnesses file their 
statements and let the committee take the action today and give these 
fine gentlemen, who have come here to testify, full credit for the fine 
work they have done in bringing it here. They could file their state- 
ments. And we could get some action here on this thing today. That 
is what I want. 

I want to inquire if we couldn’t let our counsel ask some of the 
technical questions and then I believe we could take action on this 
thing today and get this thing behind us. 

Mr. Krrcnrin. T am ready to take action. 

Mr. Rivers. I think everybody is ready to take action. 

Mr. Kinpay. Wait a second. Let’s not get too anxious. You have 
a whole lot more Members of the House to convince than the members 
of this committee, and you have to go to the floor with a record. 
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Mr. Gubser, were you seeking recognition ? 

Mr. Gupser. When you are finished, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kanpay. Yes. 

Mr. Gusser. Mr. Chairman, it so happens that I am leaving tomor- 
row ona trip to California, and I would like to ask unanimous consent 
at this time, if it is appropriate, that a statement which has been pre- 
pared by the Peninsula Retired Officers Club be inserted in the record, 
and I would also like to ask permission for the counsel, committee 
counsel, to cast my vote in favor of this legislation. 

Mr. Kinpay. Give him your proxy, will you? 

Mr. Gupser. Yes. 

Mr. Kirpay. Without objection, the statement will be included in 
the record at the proper point. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE PENINSULA RETIRED OFFICERS CLUB OF CALIFORNIA IN SuP- 
porT OF H.R. 11318 (AND OTHER SIMILAR BiLts) To EQUALIZE PAY OF RETIRED 
MEMBERS OF THE UNIFORMED SERVICES 


The Peninsula Retired Officers Club of California, in behalf of approximately 
2,000 retired officers, urges the enactment of legislation which has been intro- 
duced by many members of the Senate and House to remove the disparity in 
retired pay of personnel retired before and after the Military Pay Act of 1958, 
We are confident our views are also those of all officers retired before June 1, 
1958. 

On March 11, 1959, Chairman Kilday of the House Armed Forces Subcommit- 
tee, pointed out that “in the past, persons retired prior to the effective date of 
any pay act have had their retired pay recomputed upon the new rather than the 
old pay rates.” 

We are in complete accord with the views of Senators, Representatives, ed- 
itors, and many others. I quote from some of them, and briefly : 

“The Military Pay Act violated the historic principle of keying retired pay 
in proportion to active pay; in other words, the act created two classes of mili- 
tary citizens—first and second grade. 

“Young officers who may make the services a career will not be blind to this 
discrimination; if officers already retired can thus be discriminated against in 
the interests of false economy, this can happen again” (New York Times). 

The members of our club have studied and discussed the hearings and de- 
bates upon the 1958 Pay Act. We observe that during the debate it was admitted 
that the bill was not the best solution for retired officers and that the subject 
should be considered at some time in the future: that the part of the new law 
which worried one Senator the most was “that which deals with the status of 
officers who have been retired from the services.” The sole reason so far as the 
members of this club can determine appears to have been that statement made 
when the bill was discussed in the Senate, as follows: 

“* * * in order to assure the passage of the bill—in view of the limited fiscal 
position of the administration—it seemed necessary at this time to arrive at this 
decision with regard to the pay of retired officers.” 

In our view, Senator Engle has described the situation accurately and simply. 
He stated that: 

“There is no justice in two pay scales for equal merit and equal service: that 
the cost involved would be less than $30 million for the first year’and would 
decrease steadily and ultimately disappear altogether: that this is a matter of 
justice and equity only: and finally, that the Government should stand by the 
terms of the law under which these officers and men have been serving and grant 
them the retired pay agreed upon.” 

It is not necessary to recite in this statement the disparities in pay since a 
table showing the same was included in the Congressional Record of March 11, 
1959, page A2053. One of the most compelling observations that has come to the 
attention of our club is the statement of Senator Keating: 

“I do not accept the theory that benefits accorded to veterans under various 
Federal laws are mere bounties or gifts. The benefits accorded veterans, many 
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of whom have placed their lives in jeopardy in the service of our country, should 
not be regarded as a matter of munificence.” 

We are very happy to note that on December 23, 1959, the press carried an 
announcement that Secretary of Defense Gates had written to Chairman Vinson 
of the House Armed Services Committee that he had “restudied” this issue and 
decided that it would be “only equitable and fair” to pass legislation to correct 
this injustice. 

Furthermore, special attention is invited to that portion of Secretary Gates’ 
letter in which he stated that Public Law 85-422 operated to nullify certain pro- 
visions of title 10, United States Code, which provide in essence that whenever 
the rates of pay for personnel on active list are changed, the retired pay to 
which personnel are entitled shall be recomputed on the basis of the new rates. 

The above announcement was in line with the statement made by President 
Eisenhower in July 1959 in which he stated publicly that he supported the pro- 
posal to equalize the pay of retired officers. 

We, the members of the Peninsula Retired Officers’ Club, wish to express our 
appreciation for the opportunity to present our views before this subcommittee 
in behalf of legislation which we hope will be enacted to correct an injustice 
which is so perfectly apparent and obvious. 

Col. ALEXANDER H. CAMPBELL, 
President, Peninsula Retired Officers’ Club. 

Mr. Kitpay. Now, Mr. Blandford, I understand that representa- 
tives from the Departments are present and that you have a list of 
detailed and technical questions to be propounded. So if you will 
proceed. 

Mr. Bianprorp. All right, sir. 

Mr. Secretary, if you will have your service representatives here 

Secretary Finucane. They are here. 

Mr. Bianprorp (continuing). At this table, we can save a lot of 
time. 

Mr. Kinpay. A little louder, please. 

Mr. Buanprorp. I was suggesting to Mr. Finucane that he have the 
service representatives at the table so we might be able to save some 
time on cost figures, number of personnel involved, who will get the 
money, and answer the questions that I am sure are going to be in 
the mind of all the members. 

Give your names to the clerk, please, and who you represent. 

Mr. Kitpay. The committee will be in order. 

Mr. Buanprorp. Mr. Chairman, I think if I stand and ask these 
questions and perhaps make some observations, that we can consume 
much less time on this whole matter. 

The question has been raised as to the applicability of the present 
proposal. It is applicable to those individuals paid under the Career 
Compensation Act retired prior to June 1, 1958. 

It has a title of an “Equalization Retirement Bill.” And this, 
somewhat like the title “Universal Military Training,” is in a sense 
a misnomer. And I think that should be clarified at the very 
beginning. 

he purpose of this legislation is to place those persons that are 
retired prior to June 1, 1958, and paid under the Career Compensa- 
tion Act, under the same pay scales that are now applicable to people 
who have retired since June 1, 1958, or who hereafter retire. 

Now, not all people received increases in the 1958 act. 

As a matter of fact, without a saved-pay provision, there would 
have been a substantial number of people who would have taken a 
pay cut. : 
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There are, therefore, people who are retiring today, just as a matter 
of curiosity, who receive one retired pay than those people retired 
prior to June 1, 1958. This may surprise some, but it is actually true. 

And this is always true whenever you deal with people with less 
than 2 years’ service who do not accumulate any longevity. 

We gave those people a 6-percent cost-of-living increase in their 
retired pay. We did not increase their basic pay scale in the 1958 act. 
Ergo, those retired prior to June 1, 1958, received more retired pay 
than those retired after, in those categories. 

Now, I would like to ask Mr. Finucane, and then you can carry the 
question to whoever you want to answer it: 

How many persons will receive a pay increase under the proposal 
now before the committee / 

Secretary Finucane. 114,000. 

Mr. Bianprorp. 114,000 persons will receive this increase. 

How many persons now retired and paid under the Career Com- 
pensation Act will not receive a pay increase under this proposal ? 

Secretary Finucane. There will be 38,199 retired members of the 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force, retired prior to June 1, 
1958, paid under pay scales of the Career Compensation Act in effect 
prior to June 1, 1958, who will not receive any increase under this bill, 
since the 6-percent cost-of-living increase they received effective June 
1, 1958, gives them a higher retired pay than they would receive if 
they recomputed under the retirement bill here proposed. 

Mr. BLanprorp. Now, is this clear to the members as to why these 
people will not receive a pay increase under this proposal ¢ 

Mr. Winsteap. Did I understand all 38,000 did receive more pay ? 

Mr. Bianprorp. These people received, Mr. Winstead, a 6-percent 
cost-of-living increase in their retirement pay. ‘That 6-percent cost- 
of-living increase gave them a larger increase in their retirement pay 
than the application of the new pay scales would give them. 

Mr. Winsteap. And covered the entire 38,199 ? 

Mr. Bianprorp. Of those paid under the Career Compensation Act, 

We have another category to come to now. 

Mr. Lankrorp. Will they lose the 6 percent ? 

Mr. Kinpay. No. 

Mr. Buanprorp. No; no one will lose anything. 

Mr. Winsreap. They benefited by the 1958 law, as I understand it. 

Mr. Buanprorp. Yes. 

And I might also mention, parenthetically, that the people that 
Mr. Kilday talked about—and we are going to mention these people 
next—received a 4-percent increase in 1952, a 6-percent increase in 
1955, and a 6-percent increase in 1958. So they have received a 16- 
percent increase in their retirement pay, those people retired prior to 
October 12, 1949. 

This is the next category that I am going to ask the Secretary about. 

Mr. Kitpay. Go ahead. 

Mr. Bianprorp. How many other persons who are retired members 
of the uniformed services or are drawing retirement pay who will not 
benefit under the proposal ? 

Secretary Finucane. There are 45,795 retired members of the mili- 
tary department, consisting of 41,302 officers and 4,493 enlisted per- 
sonnel, who were paid under the pay scales of the Pay Readjustment 
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Act of 1942, which has been explained in great detail by your chair- 
man, and these people will not receive any increase under this bill. 

These people did receive, however, an increase of 6 percent in 1958 
and in the previous years Mr. Blandford just mentioned. 

Mr. Bianprorp. Now we have so far—you heard the cost figure 
given. 

We write pay scales, if you will all recall, for the uniformed serv- 
ices and not just the Armed Forces. So we write pay scales for the 
Coast Guard, Public Health Service, and Coast and Geodetic Survey. 
And it usually happens that every time we compute a cost we forget 
to check with the Coast Guard as to what. it will cost for the Coast 
Guard. This time we didn’t. 

So this bill will cost about $2,500, more than $31 million. How- 
ever, the cost of that increase will be absorbed by the Treasury De- 
partment and the Department of Commerce. 

That actually increases the number of people who will benefit from 
this act from 114,000 to 118,000 and increases the cost of the bill 
about $214 million. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, may I ask counsel one question ? 

Mr. Buanprorp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Morris. Are there any groups or individuals who received 
neither an increase in 1958 nor would receive any increase here ¢ 

Mr. Bares. Yes. 

Mr. Bianprorp. There was no group in 1958, then retired, who did 
not receive an increase in 1958. 

I use my words cautiously. There was a group that did not receive 
an increase under the act of May 20, 1958, but we corrected that very 
quickly and gave them a pay inc rease. Th: at was a group retired for 
disability w ith less than 2 years of service, and in the waning days 
of the 85th Congress we corrected that mistake. The House—— 

Mr. Kirpay. The Senate made the mistake. 

Mr. Bianprorp. I was just going to say that the House put in the 
provision. The Senate took it out. We insisted we were right. And 
later they realized they were wrong. 

Mr. Morris. Put it this way: Every individual in every group has 
received an increase from the 1958 act or a subsequent act, or will un- 
der this act? 

Mr. Bianprorp. No, no. 

Mr. Bares. No. 

Mr. Bianprorp. Only people retired prior to June 1, 1958. 

But I want to make it very clear that when we reduced the longevity 
periods, that is, the increment pay periods in the pay cales—for ex- 
ample, take your career private with 30 years of service, he sure didn’t 
get a pay increase in the 1958 Pay Act. And if he retires today, his 
retirement pay will be less than ‘the 30- -year private who retired on 
July 1, 1950, for example, or in 1955. 

Now, these are small groups we are talking about. 

But to answer your question categorically, I must answer “No.” 
Not everyone received a pay increase, because there were a substantial 
number of people who received no pay increase in the 1958 Pay Act. 

Mr. Morris. Then I will put my last question this way. Maybe I 
can ask you for an opinion, but if you want to answer it, all right. 

But in your opinion, have all individuals and groups, ‘either in the 
1958 act. or subsequent acts, or will under this act, taken all together, 
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who are entitled to an increase, justifiably entitled to an increase—will 
they receive it? 

[| Laughter. | 

Mr. Kitpay. May I answer it? 

I am sure that, viewed from the standpoint of those who don’t get it, 
they would feel they were entitled to it and didn’t get it. 

Mr. Morris. Of course, it is a question of equity here, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kivpay. We are dealing with a question of inequity, which came 
into the law in 1958. 

If the bill we have here is passed, you will have cured the inequity 
created by the act of 1958. 

But you will remember that you have two categories, of necessity, 
here: those retired prior to June 1, 1958, and those retired subse- 
quent to June 1, 1958. 

There is no inequality among those individuals who retired after 
June 1, 1958. The inequality is as to those who retired before June 
1958 and those who retired after June of 1958. 

Mr. Morris. Now, just this final question: 

What about disability retirement? Did this affect it in any way? 

Mr. Bianprorp. No. The disability problem I think was solved, 
probably forever, in 1949, when the system was changed. Those in- 
dividuals retired for disability prior to October 12, 1949, were given 
the option to elect under the same provision, as Mr. Kilday explained, 
that all others retiring after October 12, 1949, must follow. So there- 
fore there was no inequality there. 

Now, you do have this situation, where the man guessed wrong. 
Say he elected to be paid under the pay scale of 1942 as amended, be- 
cause it gave him a greater amount. Then they increased the pay of 
those pay scales at a later date and he says, “Well, I sure wish I could 
go back and recompute this now because that would give me an op- 
portunity to draw my pay under the new pay scale.” 

But this is also true of insurance annuities. If you decide to get a 
lump sum payment and then live for 30 years thereafter, you made a 
bad guess. You should have taken an annuity or something of that 
nature. It isthe same proposition on that matter. 

Mr. Kixpay. I hope we will confine the hearings to the issue before 





us 

Mr. Srrarron. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kinpay (continuing). Of removing the inequity created by this 
one provision of the Pay Act of 1958. This is a vast subject. People 
who have handled and studied it for more than 20 years are not in a 
position to cure all the things that some groups feel should be cured. 

We have one problem here. If we are going to cure anything, we 
have to stick to that problem. 

Mr. Srratron. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Winsreap. Mr. Chairman, one question. 

Mr. Kinpay. Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Winsteap. With respect to the private, do I understand that 
the private who had 30 years of service didn’t get any compensation ? 

Mr. Buanprorp. Didn’t get a pay increase in 1958. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. That is right. 

Mr. Bianprorp. But if he had retired prior to June 1, 1958—all re- 
tired personnel received a 6-percent pay increase. 








LD 





3954 
Mr. Winsreap. You have less than a few privates that served 30 7 
years. be 
Mr. Kitpay. He is the most unusual animal in the world. ips 
Mr. Buanprorp. I use it as an example. pe 
Mr. Winsreap. They won’t amount to one, hardly. | 
Mr. Buanprorp. No. When the question is asked, I have to make - 
the qualification that there are exceptions to everything in this pay - 
system. ‘ 
Mr. Kitpay. The man who served 30 years and is a private is in all tn 


likelihood—he wouldn’t have been reenlisted if he couldn’t get any 
higher than the private. He is the man who has fallen on hard times. 
He has been busted for some reason or another, a private who has 30 


years of service. There may be a few others, but there is some unusual - 
circumstance involved. 

Mr. Srrarron. Mr. Chairman. ™ 

Mr. Kitpay. Mr. Stratton. of 

Mr. Srratron. May I ask one question ? 

In response to Mr. Blandford’s question, the Secretary said, I be- of 
lieve, there were some 45,000 officers who would not be affected by this 
legislation, were it to be adoptd. d 

Now, is it my understanding that these 45,000 are all individuals if 
who retired under the disability provision, or, if not, what percentage 
of the 45,000 retired for disability and what percentage are involved = 


in some other situation ¢ 

Mr. Bianprorp. The vast majority of these are officers retired for 
disability. t 

There were 30,000 officers, for example, certified to the Veterans’ 
Administration. 

I may have that exact breakdown for the Army. 





Secretary Finucane. We don’t have it " 
Mr. Buianprorp. I think I have it for the Army, exactly, Mr. Sec- 
retary. ‘ 
I think I can answer your question. . 
Mr. Wison. Just to correct the record, I would like to ask the Sec- 
retary : ’ 


This 45,000 is officers and enlisted personnel, is it not ? 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir. There are 41,302 officers and 4,493 
enlisted men. 

Mr. Kinpay. Let’s have order, please. 

Mr. Buanprorp. That is not the thing. 

Mr. Stratton, you are raising a different point. I am aware of the ' 
problem that you are raising. But as Mr. Kilday has indicated, for 
every group that you find that has a different little problem you can find 
20 other groups. 

Mr. Srrarron. I am not trying to bring up any problem. I am 
trying to find out whether the group that you say is not going to be 
affected is primarily 





Mr. Buanprorp. Disability. 

Mr. Srrarron. These disability cases, which presents another case, 
or whether there is some other category that is always outside. 

Mr. Bianprorp. No. This 45,000 includes those who were allowed 
to count their inactive reserve service as a multiplier or were allowed 
the tombstone promotion. Of this 45,000, 37,537 are for disability. 
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Now, a lot of people forget that when naval officers retired in 1946 
with 20 years of service, they were allowed to get 75 percent retired 
pay if they had a citation. This was changed in 1947, And then the 
pay provision was repealed in 1949. You have that group. 

You have those under the 1946 and 1948 acts who were allowed to 
compute their inactive reserve service as a multiplier. There are any 
number of groups involved in this thing. 

But the vast number of people we are talking about are people re- 
tired for disability. 

Mr. Kinpay. Let’s go to the next question. 

Mr. Buanprorp. Now, Mr. Secretary— 

Mr. Chairman, I think—these figures I have here are based upon 
a memorandum that was prepared for the chairman. 

Of the 114,000 members of the armed services retired members who 
will receive pay increases under this bill, how many of them are 
officers and how many of them are enlisted personnel 

Secretary Frnucaner. There are 49,884 officers, including warrant 
officers, and 64,274 enlisted personnel. 

Mr. Buanprorp. Now, would you give the committee the break- 
down, an approximate breakdown, of the additional average annual 
increases ¢ 

These are estimates. In other words, these are what people will 
actually end up getting. 

Secretary Finucane. You would like to know the dollar increase ? 

Mr. Buanprorp. Do you want the dollar increase, Mr. Chairman, 
that each grade will receive under the proposal ? 

Mr. Kutpay. Yes, I think we had better develop all the facts. 

Mr. Bianprorp. All right, sir. 

Mr. Kitpay. Because the one that you don’t develop is the one they 
will ask about on the floor. 

Mr. Bianprorp. All right, sir. 

Secretary Fryucanr. Mr. Chairman, I can’t give you a percentage 
increase because it varies with each grade. 

Starting at the O-1, the second lieutenant level, he will get $25 more 
ayear. There is only one of those. 

The first lieutenant would get $38 more a year. 

Mr. Kitpay. How many years of service ¢ 

Secretary Frnucane. This would be 

Mr. Buanprorp. That happens to be a man with about 30 years of 
service, Mr. Chairman. He is an unusual second lieutenant. He has 
about 30 years of service. 

Mr. Kitpay. Let me understand what the table is, then. 

Is it a grouping by grades? 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kitpay. With the average dollar increase or the specific dollar 
increase ¢ 

Mr. Bianprorp. This is the average. 

It happens that the second lieutenant the Secretary referred to is the 
only one. So that this is not an average in his case. It is an actual 
figure. Everything else is an average. 

Mr. Kitpay. Very well. 

Secretary Frxucane. A first lieutenant, of which there are 2,143, 
will get $38 more a year. 
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A captain, of which there are 2,556 involved, will get $83 more a 

ear. 

” A major, of which there are 11,036, will get $103 more a year. 

A lieutenant colonel, of whom there are 10,177, will get $526 more a 
year. 

A colonel, of whom there are 12,933, will get $1,035 more per annum. 

A brigadier general, of whom there are 1,130, will get $1,416. 

A major general, of whom there are 817, will get $1,918. 

A lieutenant general, of whom there are 126, will get $2,394. 

A full general, of whom there are 41, will get $3,193 more per year. 

And the Chiefs of Staff, of whom there are 11, will get $4,586 more 
per year. 

You must substitute in the table the proper nomenclature for the 
Navy, which is admiral, captain, and so forth. 

Mr. Brianprorp. Now, will you give those figures, Mr. Secretary, 
for enlisted personnel ? 

Secretary Finucane. The recruit, an E-1, of which there are 53, 
will get $10 more per year. 

An E-2, which is a private, of whom there are 666, will get $6 more 
per year. 

An E-3, or a private, first class, of whom there are 516, will get $4 
more per year. 

An E 4, or a corporal, of whom there are 2,543, will get. $22 more 
per year. ; 

An E-5, a sergeant, of whom there are 3,169, will get $47 more per 
year. 

A staff sergeant, or an E-6, of whom there are 7,141, will get $19 
more per year. 

A sergeant first. class, E-7, of whom there are 50,186, will get $115 
more per year. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, may I inquire? 

Mr. Kivpay. Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. Rivers. A two-star, now, who subsequent to 1958 came under 
the provisions of the 1958 act, what does a 2-star general get. now in 
retirement ? 

Secretary Fryucane. $1,012. 

Mr. Rivers. What is that ? 

Secretary Fryucane. $1,012, Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. Rivers. $1,012. 

Mr. Krrcenr. A month. 

Mr. Rivers. And the ones prior to 1958 get how much ? 

Secretary Finucane. Just wait a minute, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. How much is that a year ? 

Secretary Finucane. $855 per month, Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. Rivers. $855. 

And a three-star retired after June 1, 1958, gets how much? 

Mr. Bianprorp. $1,125 per month. 

And a four-star, $1,275. 

Mr. Rivers. A four-star now gets twelve hundred 

Mr. Bianprorp. $1,275. 

Mr. Rivers. That is all 30 years? 

Mr. Buanprorp. These are all maximum years. 
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Mr. Rivers. The four-star now gets $3,191 more than the pre- 
1958 four-star? Because the pre-1958 four-star got. the two-star pay. 
Mr. Buanprorp. No, sir. 

Now you have raised another problem I should explain, 
{ Laughter. | 

You will recall 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Bianprorp. The $200 and the $100 pay increments. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. aamdent 

Mr. Buanprorp. So that the three stars 

Mr. Rivers. I think the record ought to have that. 

Mr. Bianprorp. Yes, sir; I think so. I will explain it. 

The three-stars and.the four-stars were allowed to include—well, let 
me start at the beginning. 

In 1955, we authorized four-star generals and admirals a $200 a 
month pay increment. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. 

Mr. Bianprorp. Over and above their personal money allowance. 
It was an additional pay, that’s what it was. 

But it was an allowance. So it was not allowed to be carried into 
retired pay after he retired. 

We allowed $100 a month extra for the three-star. We recognized 
that those positions of responsibility should be recognized in pay. 

I should say we agreed to the proposal as the Senate put it in there, 
which is what actually happened. 

Now, in 1958, after we came out of conference—and I won’t attempt 
to explain the situation before we went to conference—after we came 
out of conference, we agreed that anyone who had drawn the $200 a 
month as an allowance in a four-star grade could count that as part of 
his base pay for purposes of retirement. So that was $150 more retired 
pay—T5 percent. of $200 is $150 a month. 

Mr. Rivers. Right. 

Mr. Bianprorp. And the three-star who got $100 a month more 
could count that. So he got $75 more, in addition to the 6 percent 
that we let him have. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. BLAnprorp. So you cannot use the two-star example to make 
the comparison. Because the four-stars—for example, under the 1958 
Pay Act, those retired prior to June 1, 1958, receive today, $1,014 a 
month. ‘Three-stars receive $935 a month. And the two-star, $855 
a month. 

Now, if we had not done that, that is, if we had not allowed them to 
count the $100 and $200 additional allowance they got in 1955, then 
your statement would be correct, that all retired pay of major generals 
and above would have been $855 a month. 

Mr. Kirpay. I think that is sufficiently confused, that we ought to 
go tothe next. [ Laughter. ] 

Mr. Rivers. I just want to ask this question now. 

In the case of a four-star, retired, who got that active-duty benefit 
that we gave him in the conference: will this affect that ? 

Mr. Bianprorp. He will 

Mr. Rivers. What will he get? I am talking about that vintage that 
got that $200 and that $100. 
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Mr. Branprorp. This man will now draw, to state it simply—— 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Buanprorp. If this bill becomes law, the man about whom you 
are talking will draw $1,275 a month hereafter in retirement pay per 
month, in lieu of $1,014 if he retired with four stars. The three-star 
will draw $1,125 a month hereafter in lieu of the $935 he now draws. 

Now, the only other change will be for the people who served as 
chiefs of staff or CNO’s and there are only 11 of those. And they will 
draw a higher amount because we gave them a higher basic pay. 

Mr. Rivers. What about the $100 and the $200 boys? 

Mr. Bianprorp. That is what I was talking about. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Buanprorp. The four-star people that I just mentioned will 
draw hereafter $1,275 a month, if a four-star, if retired prior to 
June 1, 1958. He now draws $1,014. So he will draw his pay under 
the new pay scale, which will give him a greater amount. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Witson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kitpay. Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Wixson. To keep this in the proper context, the committee has 
to remember, and the Congress is going to have to remember, that 
while the Secretary was speaking about these people getting more, it 
is still just bringing them up to the pay scale equal to those who re- 
tired after July 1, 1958. And we aren’t really giving them a pay 
increase. We are just adjusting the increase we didn’t give them 
back in those days. 

Mr. Kivpay. That is correct. 

Mr. Wizson. It is important to keep this in mind, because it isn’t 
a regular pay increase. 

Mr. Bianprorp. Now, Mr. Chairman, I think at this point—because 
the question will come up that there is an obvious disparity between 
what the enlisted personnel who are retired will get and what the 
officers will get-—— 

Mr. Kizpay. Yes. 

Mr. Bianprorp. Now, we did something in 1958 which is not going 
to be reflected in this bill, and it will not be reflected in any explana- 
tion of the bill, and it may be overlooked. 

We created two new jobs; namely, E-8 and E-9. And as a result 
of those two new pay grades which we created, we gave E-7, that is, 
those who hereafter serve in these grades, some very substantial pay 
mereases. It was 41 percent for the E-9 and 21 percent, if my 
memory is correct, for the E-8. 

This will not be reflected when you discuss retirement pz iy for those 
retired prior to June 1, 1958, because there were no E-8’s or E-9’s 
at that time. 

That is why you will see no substantial increase in this breakdown, 
as you will hereafter see for the retired personnel, that enlisted per- 
sonnel, who serve in these higher enlisted grades. 

Mr. Kinpay. Let’s go to the next point. 

Mr. Bianprorp. Now, the point which I think concludes the de- 
tailed summary, unless there are questions, is the total retirement 
cost. 

This matter, of course, has been discussed on many occasions. 
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I would like to ask the Secretary what the total retirement cost 
for the Department of Defense for fiscal 1961, without this bill, will 
be, what they will be with this bill, and what the projection is for 
the next 10 years, and the next 20 years. 

Secretary Finucane. The cost of retirement pay for fiscal year 
1961 at this time is $775 million. 

If this bill becomes law, next year it will be $31 million additional. 

If this bill should be signed and in effect this spring, to complete 
this year, starting May 1, it would be about $5,200,000. 

We have run some figures on where we are going in the retirement 
field, and I have an actuary here with me. 

Where you go in the retirement field depends upon the type of 
criteria you use. If. we continue without any pay increases in the 
future, which is not a very realistic view because of what we have 
experienced in the past, from time to time as conditions change we will 
probably be at about $3 billion in about 20 years. 

If, however, the increases of 6 percent in the cost-of-living increase 
come about every 4 years, in 10 years from now we would expect the 
annual retirement charge to be about $1,950 million, and by 1983, on 
the same type of projection, that is, the 6-percent increase every 4 
years, the cost would be $4,829 million annually. These projections 
assume the continuance of an active-duty force of about 214 million. 

Mr. Bianprorp. Mr. Chairman, that is a quick summary of the 
details that we thought would be of interest to the committee. 

We have facts, figures, costs, and projections on anything that you 
might be interested in at this point. 

Mr. Kitpay. Are there any further questions from members of the 
committee 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Kinpay. As to these additional figures, I think we might later 
go over and pick from them those that we feel should be included in 
the record, and secure permission from the committee to include them. 

Is there anything more from the Department witnesses? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Kirpay. If not, thank you, gentlemen. 

Secretary Frnucane. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and 
members of the committee this morning. We appreciate your courtesy 
this morning. 

Mr. Krupay. We appreciate your presentation. 

We will next hear the representative of the Retired Officers Asso- 
ciation. 

We have with us this morning Rear Adm. Harold Houser. 

Will you come around, Admiral Houser? 

Admiral, do you have a prepared statement ? 

Admiral Houser. Mr. Chairman, I do, and I had intended, as I have 
indicated to you before, to request the privilege of presenting it 
verbally. But in view of the remarks of the distinguished gentleman 
from South Carolina, and in the interest of expediting this very vital 
project, I should like to submit it for the record and request it be 
included accordingly. 

Mr. Kripay. Without objection, the statement will be included in 
the record. 











3960 
(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE RETIRED OFFICERS ASSOCIATION ON H.R. 11318 (PERTAINING 
TO Pay FOR CERTAIN MEMBERS OF THE UNIFORMED SERVICES RETIRED BeErore 
JUNE 1, 1958) 


The Retired Officers Association appreciates the opportunity to appear here 
today in connection with the committee's consideration of proposed changes in 
existing law so as to remove an inequity in the pay of certain retired members 
of the uniformed services. 

The 85th Congress enacted Public Law 85-422, effective June 1, 1958, as an 
amendment of the Career Compensation Act of 1949, and therein set up two dif- 
ferent pay scales for retired persons of the uniforced services of equal merit and 
equal service. 

Many Members of the House have stated they were disturbed as to the un- 
fairness of the treatment accorded to persons already retired, under the 1958 
act. Similarly, during the discussion on the floor of the Senate, on April 29, 
1958, preceding the enactinent of the measure, it was pointed out very clearly by 
several Senators that further action by the Congress in this area was indicated 
in order that this unjust situation might be remedied. 

Briefly, the above law provides that any person retired prior to June 1, 1958, 
is not permitted to have his pay computed on the scales provided in Public Law 
85-422. On the other hand, officers retired on or subsequent to that date are 
authorized such computation. As a result, one retired officer receives a cer- 
tain amount of pay, and another retired officer of the same rank and length of 
service receives a higher amount, the difference being accounted for, solely, 
by the fact that one retired prior to June 1, 1958, and the other retired on or 
after that date. The purpose of the bill, H.R. 11318, is to remove this obvious 
inequity. 

As to the above, it appears appropriate to point out that for many years 
service personnel have felt every right to rely upon a continuance of the tradi- 
tional relationship between active-duty pay and retired pay. Career personnel 
have planned their whole future based upon this consideration. Departure 
from this basic principle will, in our opinion, if it has not already done s0, 
impair the morale of the uniformed services by holding over them the threat 
of an unstable retirement pay structure and constitute a long step in the direc- 
tion of destroying one of the incentives so long associated with a military career. 

The basic objective of Public Law 85-422, and of the Cordiner report on which 
the legislation was based, was to provide a military pay system designed to 
attract and retain qualified personnel for active career service. 

By divorcing the computation of retired pay from the current level of active- 
duty pay for persons retired prior to June 1, 1958, as Public Law 85-422 does, 
one of the most compelling incentives contributing to the attractiveness of mili- 
tary service on a career basis has been sacrificed. This action was contrary to 
the philosophy and recommendations of the Cordiner committee, as is shown in 
its report wherein it is stated : 

“Military retirement and its firm tie-in with active-duty compensation is per- 
haps the most powerful long-term incentive evristing within the military com- 
pensation system, 

* a * a * s a 


“To depart from this principle would not only break faith with the individual 
currently retired, but would have a most serious and adverse effect upon the 
retention rates of personnel currently on active duty.” [Emphasis supplied. ] 

As previously pointed out, the bill finally enacted as Public Law 85-422 did 
not permit officers previously retired to have their pay related to the pay scales 
provided therein for active-duty officers, but officers retired on or after June 1, 
1958, were so authorized. 

It is our considered opinion that this action is already serving to offset the 
otherwise beneficial provisions of the law and is militating aganst a full realiza- 
tion of the objectives of attracting and retaining career personnel. This is be 
cause, while officers have undergone the many disadvantages inherent in a mili- 
tary career, including the comparatively modest salaries, still, they have felt 
that these disadvantages were, in part, offset by the firm belief that, when Con- 
gress saw fit to increase the pay of active-duty personnel, they (retired officers) 
would participate in any increases in basic pay authorized. 
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The effect of the provision in question has been the establishment of two cate- 
gories of retired officers among those with equal years of service, and who are 
receiving retired pay under the same law. This constitutes a warning to those 
officers now on active duty—and whose services it is desired to retain—that 
they can expect similar treatment in connection with future military pay bills 
after they are retired. 

Also, it is hardly realistic to conclude that this fact will be lost sight of by 
the keen young men who are weighing the question of whether or not they should 
undertake to make a career of the military service. 

It would, therefore, seem fair to say that the ultimate result of this particu- 
lar provision will be to detract from, rather than add to, the desirability of 
making a career of the military service. 

The principle, which would be reestablished by enactment of H.R. 11318, had, 
prior to June 1, 1958, been maintained for approximately 100 years—except be- 
tween 1922 and 1926. Let us consider the law enacted in 1922 that did, for a 
short time, set up different pay schedules for retired military persons of equal 
merit and service; the correction of which law was begun almost immediately 
by the Congress, and finally completed by the clear-cut action of 1926. In other 
words, Congress, in 1926, corrected the mistake made in 1922. Similarly, we 
are requesting this Congress to take like action in removing what President 
Eisenhower recently referred to as a flaw in Public Law 85-422, and was also 
described very aptly by the Chief of Naval Operations as “a continuing inequity.” 

Turning again now to congressional action in 1926, we find that Senate Report 
No. 364, 69th Congress, 1st session, dated March 11, 1926, and extracts from 
House Report No. 857, 69th Congress, 1st session, dated April 12, 1926, together 
with quotes from the House floor debate of May 5, 1926 (see Congressional 
Record, May 5, 1926, pp. 8771 to 8781), tell the story of the thinking that in- 
fluenced the 69th Congress to correct the situation at that time. 

Senate Report No. 364, referred to above, reads in part as follows: 

“A bill similar to this measure was favorably reported by your committee 
during the 68th Congress, was passed by the Senate, and favorably reported to 
the House. 

“In recommending this legislation it should be stated than when the so-called 
Service Pay Act, approved June 10, 1922, was under consideration, an effort 
was made to secure for officers in the several services who retired on or before 
June 80, 1922, an increase in their retired pay equal to that granted to officers 
who retired on or after June 1, 1922. Due to opposition to this proposal at that 
time is was impossible to include in the pay act this provision.” 

The following extracts from House Report No. 857, 69th Congress, Ist session, 
dated April 12, 1926, continue the story as to enactment of the corrective law: 

“Purpose of the bill: The restoration to those officers retired on dr before the 
30th of June, 1922, of the compensation promised them by section 1274 of the 
Revised Statutes. 

“This section, the basic law, which governs the pay of retired officers, is as 
follows: 

“Sree. 1274, R.S. Officers retired from active duty shall receive seventy-five 
per centum of the pay of the rank upon which they are retired. (Act of July 
15, 1870.)’ 

“From this it will be noted that the pay of retired officers is not a fired sum 
nor is it a specified sum, but it is 75 percent of the pay of the rank upon which 
they are retired; that is, three-fourths of the pay of officers of similar rank still 
on the active list and not three-fourths of the pay of the date at retirement. 

“When the pay of the Army was again changed, as was the case in the act 
of May 11, 1908, the officers then on the retired list, without any additional 
legislation, received the 75 percent of the pay of their rank as set forth in the 
new and revised schedule, thus following the principle laid down in the act 
of 1867, and reaffirmed in the act of 1870. 

“When the next change was made, act of June 10, 1922, provision was made 
in section 17 of said act for the equality of treatment of all retired officers, 
regardless of the date of their retirement, thus adhering to the principle laid 
down in the act of 1870. However, in conference and just prior to its passage, 
a limitation was inserted in section 1 of said act of June 10, 1922, depriving 
all officers on the retired list on June 30, 1922, of any benefit they might have 
received from the revised schedule in said act. 

“This limitation, while granting the benefits of the new pay legislation to all 
officers who retire after July 1, 1922, deprives all officers retired prior to that 
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date of said benefits, thereby violating the basic law under which these officers 
gained their retirement rights. * * * 

“There is no justice in two pay schedules for equal merit and equal service.” 
[Emphasis supplied.] 

When the bill, 8. 1786, was presented on the floor of the House on May 5, 1926, 
the debate, recorded at pages 8771 to S780 of the Congressional Record of the 
above date, shows that Mr. Tilson, the majority leader at that time, stated: 

“It is not a question of what Congress can do, but of what Congress in all 
fairness ought todo.” (Emphasis supplied. ] 

A little later in the debate, Mr. Tilson further stated : 

“T say that we cannot afford to take any other position, regardless of what 
it may cost, than to equalize the pay between these older officers and the more 
recently retired officers.” [Emphasis supplied. ] 

In fairness, it might be said that the Coolidge administration, in power and 
in control of Congress at that time, was not noted as being a spendthrift one. 
Nevertheless, the bill was passed by a vote of 160 to 16 in the House and by voice 
vote in the Senate, and became Public Law 204, 69th Congress, approved by the 
President 3 days later, on May 8, 1926. 

The Congressional Record of May 5, 1926, contains statements strikingly ap- 
plicable to the situation existing today. 

Mr. Speaks, in calling the bill up for consideration, said in part: 

“Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, this is a very smiple proposition 
involving a matter of justice and equity only. Regardless of the fact that 
arguments will be presented which are in some way related to the subject, and 
which may have a tendency to confuse Members, the question of honorable 
procedure is the sole principle to be considered. 

“Back in 1870 Congress enacted a retirement law for officers of the Army. 
One of the outstanding provisions of the law was that an officer should have the 
pay and emoluments of his rank at the time he retired, or which might there- 
after be granted. 

“Under that arrangement faithful and efficient officers have served the Gov- 
ernment for periods ranging from 30 to 40 years—through the Spanish War, 
the Indian campaigns, and the World War. 

“The language of the statute was regarded as a definite promise and moral 
contract, and throughout their years of service with the colors, officers felt 
that they were being compensated in some degree for lost opportunities in civil 
life by the assurance that when their days of active duty were completed the 
Government would stand by the terms of the law under which they had been 
serving and grant them the retired pay and emoluments agreed upon. * * *” 
[Emphasis supplied. ] 

It is resyfctifully submitted that the above statement applies equally to the 
present situation. 

It is desired to point out that the most basic and fundamental principle in the 
military pay and retirement system has been that the pay of a retired officer has 
been geared, directly, to the active-duty pay of an officer of the same rank and 
length of service, when such officers were receiving pay under the same law. 
Thus, when the existing law was amended to increase the pay of the active- 
duty officer, that of the retired officer was, automatically, increased correspond- 
ingly. 

This connection between active-duty pay and retired pay is well presented, 
we submit, in the following, quoted from the unanimous report of the Cordiner 
committee : 

“Military retirement is the final and continuing phase of an honorable active 
duty career. Retired officers and enlisted personnel remain subject to the 
Uniform Code of Military Justice * * *. Of particular significance is the fact 
that an officer, in legal sense, continues to ‘hold office’ and retired personnel are 
subject to involuntary recall whenever the Secretary determines there is a 
need for their services with the active duty force.” 

On this matter of possible recall to active duty, former President Woodrow 
Wilson made some pertinent comments. The following is quoted from “Advance 
Opinions,” dated October 13, 1958, of the United States Court of Military Ap- 
peals, in the case of the United States v. Hooper (USCMA 648-645), when the 
court had before it the question of the amendability of a retired officer to trial 
by general court-martial: 

“* * * Not without significance is the langauge of President Wilson in his 
veto of a measure which would have terminated amendability of retired per- 
sonnel to trial by court-martial. This is what he said (in part) : 
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«  * * Tt thus appears that both the legislative and judicial branches have 
drawn a sharp distinction in status between retired officers, who are regarded 
and governed at all times as an effective reserve of skilled and experienced 
officers and a potential source of military strength (on the one hand) and mere 
pensioners (on the other hand ).’ 

a * a * * a * 

“* * * Officers on the retired list are not mere pensioners in any sense of the 
word. They form a vital segment of our national defense for their experience 
and mature judgment are relied upon heavily in times of emergency. The 
salaries they receive are not solely recompense for past services, but a means 
devised by Congress to assure their availability and preparedness in future 
contingencies. * * ** [Emphasis supplied. ] 

It would appear pertinent to point out in this connection, that, in 1982, when 
the pay of both active-duty and retired officers was reduced by 15 percent under 
the Economy Act, there was no surprise registered among retired officers by 
virtue of the fact that they were required to accept the same reduction in their 
pay as their counterparts on the active list. They accepted it as a matter of 
course. 

At this point, I should like to address myself to the question of the cost to 
the Government that would be involved in enactment of the bill, H.R. 11318. 
The committee’s attention is especially invited to one unalterable fact in connec- 
tion therewith. That fact is that the cost for the first full year of implementa- 
tion would be a maximum and, thereafter, the cost would decrease each suc- 
ceeding year until it disappears completely. 

This is simply because every retired officer must sooner or later die. There- 
fore, enactment of this proposed legislation would not serve to saddle the Goy- 
ernment with a mounting financial burden, but would involve, even at its highest 
annual level, only a comparatively modest sum which will, as stated, steadily 
decrease and later disappear altogether. We submit that, in terms of good 
morale and incentive, the additional cost involved in maintaining this funda- 
mental principle in the military pay structure is essential. 

It appears crystal clear from the House and Senate reports, and the floor 
debate leading up to the enactment of Public Law 85-422, that the importance 
of the historic principle of computing retired pay for those already retired on 
the basis of the rates provided therein was recognized, but was not adhered to 
because of the real or imagined cost involved. This resulted from the feeling 
that the increased cost involved in recomputation might jeopardize final approval 
of the bill. 

With respect to this, the House Armed Services Committee report on the bill, 
H.R. 11470 (H. Rept. 1588, p. 47), states that ‘‘the cost factor involved * * * 
precluded the adoption of the Cordiner committee recommendation” which 
would have authorized recomputation by previously retired personnel. 

It is significant to note, in connection with the above, that the administration 
has altered its position on the matter and now recommends enactment of the 
bill. The Secreary of Defense, as you know, has reported to the Congress that 
he believes there are sufficient funds presently available in the current budget 
to cover the increased cost involved in enactment of this bill, assuming that it 
becomes effective as of February 1, 1960. 

It is respectfully submitted that the foregoing remarks justify the conclusion 
that enactment of this proposed legislation would be in the interests of the 
morale of the uniformed services and, consequently. the security of our country. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I should like to say that this committee has a long and 
distinguished record of recommending the enactment of legislation of this char- 
acter. The association strongly urges that you continue the pattern in this 
case, 

On behalf of the Retired Officers Association and its 45,000 members, and in 
the interest of all retired officers, we wish to thank the committee for the 
privilege of presenting our views on this vitally important matter. 

Mr. Kinpay. If you desire to summarize it, we will be glad to hear 
from you, Admiral. 

However, in summarizing, I hope you won’t repeat it. 

_Admiral Hovser. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to say that this 
bill is designed simply to do one thing and that is to remove an in- 
equity that was created, as you have pointed out, in the 1958 act. It 
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would result in removal of discrimination based solely upon an arbi- 
trary date, which was June 1, 1958. 

I would like to point out that in 1922 Congress in the Pay Act of 
that year, did what Congress did in 1958. But in 1926, by a vote of 
160 to 16 in the House and by a voice vote in the Senate, they went 
back to the old system. 

And during the course of debate on that bill, I think the best state- 
ment that was made was this statement: That the pay of a retired 
officer is not a fixed sum, nor is it a specified sum, but is 75 percent 
of the pay of the rank—that is, 75 percent of the pay of an active 
duty officer of that rank and not 75 percent of the pay which he re- 
ceived at the time he retired. 

The historical background has been that his pay was not the pay that 
he may have received years ago, based upon the scale then in effect, 
but the pay of the currently active-duty officers. And all this bill 
does, in very simple terms, Mr. Chairman, is to restore the principle 
which people have thought to be almost inviolate. 

And we strongly urge that you do so, sir. 

Mr. Kirpay. Thank you, Admiral Houser. 

We appreciate your statement. 

Admiral Houser. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Kitpay. Next is the Retired Officers of the Public Health Serv- 
ice and Coast and Geodetic Survey. 

I believe Capt. Franz Willenbucher is present. 

Come around, Captain. 

Captain Wittensucuer. Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that 
this statement is substantially the same, but briefer than that of the 
Retired Officers Association of the Public Health Service and of the 
Field Association of the Coast and Geodetic Survey, I have the state- 
ment and I would like to just submit it. 

Mr. Kitpay. Thank you. 

Your statement will be included in the record at this point. 

(The statement follows :) 

I am Franz 0. Willenbucher, captain. U.S. Navy retired, national counsel of 
the Commissioned Officers Association of the U.S. Public Health Service and of 
the Field Association of Commissioned Officers of the U.S. Coast and Geodetic 
Survey. 

The Commissioned Officers Association of the Public Health Service and the 
Field Association of Commissioned Officers of the Coast and Geodetic Survey are 
grateful for the opportunity to appear before the committee on H.R. 11318, a bill 
to provide that those persons entitled to retired pay or retainer pay under the 
Career Compensation Act of 1949 who were prohibited from computing their 
retired pay or retainer pay under the rates provided by the act of May 20, 1958, 
shall be entitled to have their retired pay or retainer pay recomputed on the 
rates of basic pay provided by the act of May 20, 1958. 

The Commissioned Officers Association of the Public Health Service has 
approximately 2,800 members, which membership constitutes 71 percent of the 
officers on the active list and about 95 percent of the retired officers of that 
service. The Coast and Geodetic Survey has approximately 185 officers on the 
active list and 85 on the retired list and almost all members of that service are 
members of its association. 

For many years it has been the national policy, under laws enacted by Con- 
gress, to include members of the Public Health Service and of the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey with members of the armed services in legislation governing 
their active-duty pay and retired pay. This is likewise, true of such matters 
as survivors’ benefits and annuities to surviving dependents. In addition to 
being specifically included in such legislation, the various promotion, retirement 








and 
appli 
D 


in fi 
such 
nava 
the | 
stati 
mem 
stati 
nom! 
mili 
sam 
arm 

Al 
vey, 
the | 
pay 
sucl 
beer 
men 
Con 
reti 
com 
it is 


ser’ 


me! 
Hot 
tior 
Offi 
me! 
ena 


=. 1 ae b&b 


a el a ek, eee 


ins 








3965 


and other such laws of these services are closely patterned after similar laws 
applicable to the armed services. 

D wartime and national emergency, the Public Health Service is placed 
in full military status by Executive order, under an authorizing statute. In 
such times, members of the Coast and Geodetic Survey are ordered into active 
naval service, individually, as may be deemed necessary. During peacetime, 
the members of these services occupy what might be termed a quasi-military 
status. At all times, their service is very comparable to that performed by 
members of the armed services, with respect to rotation of duty and change of 
station, including service at places far distant from their homes. Their eco- 
nomic problems are the same as are those of their counterparts in the strictly 
military services. In general, they enjoy the same opportunities, suffer the 
same types of privation and make the same kinds of sacrifices as do those in the 
armed services. 

All members of the Public Health Service and of the Coast and Geodetic Sur- 
vey, active and retired, feel as keenly as do the members of the armed services 
the necessity to perpetuate the traditional tie-in between active-duty and retired 
pay so that, when active-duty pay is raised or lowered, those retired prior to 
such changes are included for the increases or decreases involved. This has 
been true in all pay laws, except for a brief diversion for 4 years after the enact- 
ment of the Joint Services Pay Act of 1922. Realizing the error at that time, 
Congress restored the traditional method of computation and authorized those 
retired before June 30, 1922, to receive their retired pay on the same basis of 
computation which was extended to those retired after June 30, 1922. In short, 
it is felt that the maintenance of this method of retirement pay computation has 
become a matter of principle on which reliance can be placed during active 
service. 

For the above reason, and based upon the same persuasive supporting state- 
ment made by the Retired Officers Association through Rear Adm. Harold A. 
Houser, USN, retired, its legislative counsel, the Commissioned Officers Associa- 
tion of the Public Health Service and the Field Association of Commissioned 
Officers of the Coast and Geodetic Survey join with those who support the enact- 
ment of the legislation contained in H.R. 11318 and strongly recommend its 
enactment. 


Captain WittensucHer. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Witson. Do we have copies of the statement ? 

Captain Wittensucuer. Yes, here are copies. 

Mr. Kitpay. They will be distributed to the members. 

Thank you, Captain Willenbucher. 

Is the American Legion represented this morning? 

Mr. Mears. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kitpay. Come around, please. 

Give your name to the reporter. I don’t have it on my list. 

Mr. Mears. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McDonatp. Mr. Chairman, we request that our testimony be 
inserted in the record. 

I would like just 3 minutes, though, to summarize. 

Mr. Kirpay. Have a seat and go ahead in your own way. 

Mr. McDonatp. Thank you. 

Mr. Kirpay. Without objection, your statement will be included 
in the record. 


STATEMENT OF Epwarp J. McDONALD, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, NATIONAL SECURITY 
COMMISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION, BEFORE THE HOUSE ARMED SERVICES 
COMMITTEE, ON H.R. 11318, Aprix 6, 1960 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we thank you for the oppor- 
tunity to make this presentation in support of recomputation of retired pay as 
proposed in H.R. 11318. 

The American Legion strongly supported legislation, based on the Cordiner 
report, to increase rates of military pay because we felt it would contribute 
materially to our national security by inducing technically proficient personnel 
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to adopt careers in the armed services. The American Legion did not. subscribe 
to the provision that those previously retired would be unfairly dealt with by 
alteration of the time-honored system of computing retirement pay. .We do not 
think, therefore, that a 6 percent increase can be substituted for a true percentage 
of the newly prescribed rates of pay. 

There is little doubt that the new system broke faith with those who had full 
reason to expect, upon retirement, that they would be compensated in accord- 
ance with the long-standing traditions governing retirement pay. It seems to 
us that this departure has cost more in morale and justice than the dollar saving 
could possibly warrant. 

The American Legion, therefore, supports a return to the system of retire- 
ment pay based on current base pay, as it was before June 1, 1958. In sub- 
stantiation of our position here today, I quote below the text of Resolution No, 
582—"“Equalize Retirement Benefits of Members of Armed Forces,” which was 
approved at our 1959 national convention. 

“Whereas a person retired before July 1, 1958, receives less retired pay than 
those of same length of service retired thereafter ; and 

“Whereas many of those retired prior to July 1, 1958, are battle-scarred vet- 
erans while many retired after that date have never heard a shot fired in 
anger; and 

“Whereas this represents a gross discrimination against many members of the 
Armed Forces retired before July 1949 and before July 1, 1958, and violates the 
basic precepts of fair play, and further violates the promise of the people of the 
United States to provide equal treatment to all members of the Armed Forces: 
Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the American Legion in national convention assembled in Minne- 
apolis-St. Paul, Minn., August 24-27, 1959, That the Congress of the United 
States be requested to enact legislation equalizmg the retirement benefits of all 
members of the Armed Forces who have, or may retire, irrespective of the 
date, past or future.” 

I repeat a portion of our statement made to Subcommittee No. 2, House 
Armed Services Committee, on February 26, 1958: 

“* * * Don’t break faith with retired personnel. No matter what action 
might be taken, any and all increases in pay should automatically cover the 
retired. One of the greatest inducements to a prospective career man is re- 
tirement benefits. From his earliest indoctrination, he has been led to believe 
that his retired pay is actually deferred earnings.” 

Our position is the same today. 


Mr. Kitpay. You may summarize it, if you desire. 

Mr. McDonavp. Yes, sir. I am Edward J. McDonald. I would 
like the record to show that we are accompanied by Count Boyer, our 
consultant on this. 

Mr. Kirpay. Yes. Glad to have you with us, Colonel Boyer. 

Mr. McDonatp. The American Legion strongly supported legisla- 
tion, based on the Cordiner Report, to increase rates of military pay 
because we felt it would contribute materially to our national security 
by inducing technically proficient personnel to adopt careers in the 
armed services. 

The American Legion did not subscribe to the provision that those 
previously retired would be unfairly dealt with by alteration of the 
time-honored system of computing retirement pay. We do not think, 
therefore, that a 6-percent increase can be substituted for a true per- 
centage of the newly prescribed rates of pay. 

There is little doubt that the new system broke faith with those 
who had full reason to expect, upon retirement, that they would be 
compensation in accordance with the longstanding traditions govern- 
ing retirement pay. It seems to us that this departure has cost more 
in morale and justice than the dollar saving could possibly warrant. 

The American Legion, therefore, supports a return to the system of 
retirement pay based on current base pay, as it was before June 1, 
1958. 
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In substantiation of our position here today, I quote below the text 
of resolution No, 582, Equalize Retirement Benefits of Members of 
Armed Forces, which was approved at our 1959 national convention : 


Whereas a person retired before July 1, 1958, receives less retired pay than 
those of same length of service retired thereafter ; and 

Whereas many of those retired prior to July 1, 1958, are battle-scarred vet- 
erans while many retired after that date have never heard a shot fired in anger ; 
and 

Whereas this represents a gross discrimination against many members of the 
Armed Forces retired before July 1949, and before July 1, 1958, and violates 
the basic precepts of fair play, and further violates the promise of the people of 
the United States to provide equal treatment to all members of the Armed Forces ; 
now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the American Legion in national convention assembled in Min- 
neapolis-St Paul, Minn., August 24-27, 1959, that the Congress of the United 
States be requested to enact legislation equalizing the retirement benefits of all 
members of the Armed Forces who have or may retire, irrespective of the date, 
past or future. 


I repeat a portion of our statement made to Subcommittee No. 2, 
House Armed Services Committee, on February 26, 1958: 


* * * Don’t break faith with retired personnel. No matter what action might 
be taken, any and all increases in pay should automatically cover the retired. 
One of the greatest inducements to a prospective career man is retirement bene- 
fits. From his earliset indoctrination, he has been led to believe that his retired 
pay is actually deferred earnings. 


Our position is the same today, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kitpay. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. McDonaxp. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Kripay. L appreciate your statement. 

We now have Comdr. Fred J. Scanlan. 

Mr. Scanuan. Mr. Chairman, I have prepared a statement, but I 
have made several corrections to it. I think it is acceptable as it is. 

Mr. Kitpay. Without objection, your statement will be included in 
the record at this point. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF FRED J. SCANLAN, U.S. Navy, Rerirep, NATIONAL SECRETARY, FLEET 
RESERVE ASSOCIATION, ON H.R. 11318 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of this committee, my name is Fred J. Scanlan, 
U.S. Navy, retired, national secretary of the Fleet Reserve Association. It isa 
great honor for me to appear before this committee, speaking in behalf of the 
50,000 career enlisted men of the Navy and Marine Corps, including those on 
retired and retainer pay, and those on active duty, who are members of this 
association. 

This association, whose membership is composed of active duty, Fleet Reserve, 
and retired career enlisted personnel of the Regular Navy and Marine Corps, 
including many advanced to officer grades, now numbers 50,000 members, 30,000 
of whom are presently on active duty. We feel that the views of our associa- 
tion members compare favorably with those of their counterparts in the other 
branches of the Armed Forces. 

I wish to state that the Fleet Reserve Association is well pleased and endorses 
the major provisions of H.R. 11318 and trusts that the bill may be favorably 
reported to the House of Representatives. The Career Compensation Act of 
1949 as amended by the Pay Acts of 1952, 1955, and 1958, provided the Armed 
Forces and related services with increases in pay commensurate with the rising 
cost of living. Many inequities have been corrected. Two new pay grades were 
added, those of E-8 and E-9. Due to technological advances and in order to 
promote incentive, proficiency pay has been added to the basic pay. The Fleet 
Reserve Association did not support this latter concept of increases in pay 
wholeheartedly because of the possibility that some junior petty officer could 
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possibly be in receipt of higher pay than the chief petty officer or officer senior 
to him in the chain of command. 

Likewise, I would like to point out that under the provisions of H.R. 11318, 
there will be a number of instances in which enlisted personnel and officers 
who are now in receipt of retired or retainer pay would suffer a loss of pay 
due to the change in basic pay for grade and years of active Federal service. 
We concur in the concept of saved pay in that personnel concerned may elect 
to continue to receive the retired and retainer pay they are presently in 
receipt of. 

Over the years the Fleet Reserve Association has been reasonable and unselfish 
in its representations before the Committee on Armed Services on matters 
concerning pay legislation. We have carefully studied H.R. 11318, introduced by 
the Honorable Paul Kilday, and we believe it will be highly beneficial, and on 
behalf of the membership of the Fleet Reserve Association strongly urge its 
enactment. 

It is believed that the return to the time-honored custom of linking retired pay 
to active-duty pay will restore the confidence of the younger officers and en- 
listed personnel who plan on making the military service a career. The main 
attractiveness of the military services, aside from the patriotic motivation of 
our young men, has been the promise of future security through reasonable 
retirement benefits. In recent years many civilian organizations, through the 
strong front presented by the labor unions, have instituted substantial retire- 
ment plans. Social security benefits have steadily increased during the past 
20 years. 

In short, industry is competing very strenuously for the young men coming 
out of the high schools and colleges, and holding forth attractive retirement 
benefits. Too, the chance for a normal home life with family and friends, 
without the thought of moving to a new duty station every 2 or 3 years is 
inviting. Also the so-called fringe benefits which the military man enjoyed 
for many years in the past, such as commissary stores, Navy exchanges, and 
ship’s stores, have been chopped back so that the bargains which once existed 
may be easily duplicated in the large food and drug chainstores. The medical 
benefits which the serviceman enjoys are matched by the group insurance and 
health plans provided by many Civilian employers. 

At this time I desire to point out that there are presently on the retired and 
retainer payrolls of the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps approximately 4,000 en- 
listed men and officers whose pay is computed on rates other than those specified 
in the Pay Act of 1958. In other words, they are drawing saved pay. Another 
type of retired personnel of the Navy and Marine Corps who should be con- 
sidered in this bill is the oldtimer who is now in receipt of retired pay under 
the saved-pay clause, under laws in effect prior to the Career Compensation Act 
of 1949. These officers and enlisted men, when they elected to receive saved 
pay in order to gain a few dollars per month never visualized that a generous 
Congress, in future years, would try to keep the active-duty and retirement pay 
abreast of the rising cost of living. They felt, and rightly so, that when future 
increases caught up with their meager saved pay that they would be afforded 
the opportunity of electing the new rate of pay. For them the cost of living 
has also marched steadily forward. They are in the 60-year age group and 
older, and remunerative civilian occupations for this class of retired military 
man are few and far between. It is strongly recommended that they be per- 
mitted to recompute their retired pay under the rates of pay prescribed in 
the 1958 pay bill. 

We are thankful for the language contained in this bill which gives some 
thought to the fact that the 1958 pay bill, while establishing certain career 
incentives, did, in effect, actually provide means whereby enlisted personnel 
below pay grade E-7 (and long service personnel in pay grade E-7—over 26 
years) actually draw less than their contemporaries on the retired list. If 
the Congress in its wisdom had not inserted a saving clause in 1958, restated 
again in H.R. 11318, we would have been faced with the fact that the present 
career enlisted men by and large would have less retired pay to look forward 
to than those already on the retired list. 

The Navy and Marine Corps has moved forward by leaps and bounds in the 
past decade. We have seen improvement in atomic weapons and other nuclear 
devices such as propulsion plants for our modern submarines. In electronics, 
jet airplanes, ballistic missiles, we all marvel at the successes our scientists 
have achieved. We must have trained officer and enlisted personnel to operate 
eur complicated and costly equipment. We cannot afford to allow these highly 
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trained personnel to leave the service after a few short years, and particularly, 
after the costly instruction afforded them in our technical schools as a result of 
our technological advancements. Such highly skilled officers and enlisted per- 
sonnel should be guaranteed a reasonable salary and a secure future in order 
that they may be induced to become career military personnel. Also, they must 
be able to plan ahead toward a future retirement which will guarantee them 
retirement based on 50 to 75 percent of the active duty pay of their con- 
temporaries, provided they are permitted to serve from 20 years onward on 
active duty. It is believed that the return to the traditional method linking 
active duty pay with retired pay, a policy which has been in effect for nearly 
100 years in our Armed Forces, will provide the necessary incentive for the 
retention of highly trained personnel who may otherwise plan on leaving the 
service due to future uncertainty regarding retirement benefits. 


Mr. Scanian. On behalf of the Fleet Reserve Association, I would 
like to say that our association is in favor of H.R. 11318. Thank 
you. 

Mr. Kitpay. Thank you, Commander Scanlan. 

Diasbled Officers Association, Mr. Tilghman. 

Mr. TirguMman. Mr. Kilday. 

Mr. Kitpay. Glad to see you again, Mr. Tilghman. 

Mr. Trrguman. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepared statement. 
I drafted one, and it is being revised. 

I should like to talk from notes, and submit a statement to the 
committee this afternoon or tomorrow morning. 

Mr. Kixpay. You may do that, Mr. Tilghman. And without ob- 
jection, the statement submitted will be included in the record at this 
point. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF G. D. TILtGHMAN, NATIONAL ADJUTANT, DISABLED OFFICERS 
ASSOCIATION REGARDING H.R. 11318 


Mr. Chairman and members of the House Committee on Armed Services, I 
appreciate this opportunity to appear before you on behalf of disabled officers 
of all services. 

We believe the bill under consideration is a step in the right direction ; how- 
ever, it will not, in our opinion, do all that should be done. 

During the past 22 months it has been said by many that when enacting the 
1958 pay law (Public Law 85-422) the Government broke a contract with mem- 
bers of the armed services who were retired prior to June 1, 1958, and that the 
situation should be remedied by legislation such as proposed by the measure now 
under consideration. Those making the broken-contract allegations know, of 
course, that members of the armed services have no actual contract; however, 
they believe that there was an implied contract. We wholeheartedly agree with 
that though. 

The 1958 act was not the first to violate a moral obligation to military per- 
sonnel. From August 3, 1861, 2 weeks after the first Battle of Bull Run, to 
October 1949 members of the Armed Forces determined to be physically unfit 
for further service were retired with 75 percent of active duty pay for the rank 
held. 

In early 1948 the Advisory Commission on Service Pay, generally known as 
the Hook committee, was appointed by the Secretary of Defense. That com- 
mittee was asked to make a comprehensive study and make recommendations 
covering every significant phase of a sound system of compensation for persons 
at all levels and in all branches of the armed services. On December 10, 1948, 
after months of intensive study and investigation, the committee submitted its 
report and recommendations. The Career Compensation Act of 1949 was the 
outgrowth of that report. 

Insofar as we know, the Hook committee was the first to recommend departure 
from the traditional system of computing disability retirement pay. The com- 
mittee recommended that no person be retired because of physical incapacity 
unless shown to be 30 percent or more disabled in accordance with the rating 
schedule in use by the Veterans’ Administration. It also recommended that dis- 
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ability retirement pay be not less than 50 percent of basie pay. Commenting 
on such recommendations, the committee said : 

“The Commission is advised that 30 percent disability represents a reasonable 
dividing line between real disability, determinable by medical men, and doubtful 
disability. It believes that a system of a number of ‘degrees’ of disability sery- 
ing as a basis for differentials in disability pay treatment is administratively 
complex and brings in added difficulties in borderline cases with resultant 
charges of unfairness.” 

H.R. 2553, Sist Congress, contained recommendations of the Hook committee 
regarding computation of disability retirement pay. It provided that in no 
ease should such pay be less than 50 percent of active duty pay. Congress ac- 
cepted the Hook committee recommendation that a minimum of 30 percent 
disability be required; however, the recommendation that disability retired 
pay be not less than 50 percent of basic pay was rejected. Under the law in 
effect. since October 1949 disability retired pay is computed according to the 
actual percentage of disability, with a minimum of 30 percent and maximum of 
75 percent. 

The Hook committee said a system of a number of degrees of disability serving 
as a basis for differentials in disability pay would be administratively complex, 
bring in added difficulties in borderline cases, and result in charges of unfair- 
ness. Rating borderline cases is difficult, and there have been many charges 
of unfairness. 

When testifying on the career compensation bill in 1949, and on a number 
of occasions since, spokesmen for our association said we did not believe members 
of the armed services should be retired because of minor disability but that those 
placed on a disability retired list should be paid a reasonable percentage of their 
basic pay. The only material difference between our thoughts with respect to 
pay and those of the Hook committee was on the percentage of pay. The Hook 
committee recommended a minimum of 50 percent. We asked that the 75 
percent system not be changed. 

It is generally believed that when enacting the original retirement law a cen- 
tury ago Congress felt that, insofar as possible, a person whose military career was 
terminated by line-of-duty disability should be given the same pay he could 
expect were it possible for him to continue on active duty for 30 years—75 
percent of his basic pay. We believe that was reasonable. 

Disabiiity retired pay of civilian employees of the Government is not based 
on percentage of disability. Members of the Metropolitan Police force, the 
Fire Department of the District of Columbia, the U.S. Park Police, and certain 
members of the U.S. Secret Service fare much better than disabled members 
of the armed services. Upon retirement for disability, a member of any one of 
those services receives not less than 6624 percent of his basic salary at the time 
= Tetirement. He may receive 70 percent of basic salary—act of August 21, 

od. 

Retired pay of military personnel is computed on basic pay—not overall pay, 
which includes quarters and subsistence allowances. In general, 75 percent of 
basic pay in the lower grades is slightly more than 50 percent of overall pay. 

Compare the case of a military officer and a police officer each receiving 
$800 per month overall pay at the time of retirement. Maximum retired pay of 
the military officer, whose basic pay is $630, would be $472.50. Minimum retired 
pay of the police officer would be $533.33. 

The Secretary of Defense has said that enactment of H.R. 11318 would be of 
significant value by increasing the morale, efficiency and effectiveness of our 
active duty career personnel as well as avoiding discrimination against retired 
personnel who served their country faithfully and well. In effect, he said break- 
ing faith with retired personnel in 1958 adversely affected the morale of active- 
duty personnel. We believe that to be true. We also believe it can be said that 
breaking faith with disabled personnel in 1949 adversely affected the morale of 
active duty personnel. 

In a memorandum to the Secretary of Defense, dated February 20. 1953, Gen- 
eral Bradley said that during the previous several years the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff had become increasingly alarmed about the growing lack of confidence 
among Armed Forces personnel in the military services as a worthwhile career. 
He also said, “The primary reason for this growing lack of confidence in the 
military services as a career stems from the feeling that the Government has 
broken a contract with military personnel and has changed the rules in the 
middle of the game. Military personnel feel that the Government should keep its 
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part of the contract and abide by the rules with the same degree of conscientious- 
ness as it demand of them.” 

In his message to Congress on Reorganization Plan No. 6 of 1953 the President 
expressed his concern about the military personnel situation and stated that the 
Secretary of Defense had been directed to study the problem. Shortly thereafter 
a committee of five-star-rank officers was directed to study the problem, and 
recommend corrective action. This study group, of which Read Adm. J. P. 
Womble, Jr., was chairman, was generally known as the Womble committee. 
In its final report on October 30, 1953, the Womble committee said, “Retirement 
must be made more attractive,” and recommended that the Department of 
Defense sponsor legislation to restore 75 percent disability pay. The Depart- 
ment did not follow through on that recommendation. 

We ask that your committee give serious and sympathetic consideration to 
recommendations of the Womble committee report, and that the bill under con- 
sideration be amended by incorporating therein the language of H.R. 7926, in- 
troduced by Mr. Stratton. That bill provides for return to the disability retire- 
ment pay system in effect prior to 1949. 

We also ask that consideration be given to an amendment which would give a 
new right of election to those persons who did not elect to have their retired pay 
computed on the Career Compensation Act rates. We have no information as to 
how many would be affected, but it is not believed the number would be great. 

The original Department of Defense draft of the 1955 pay bill—H.R. 2607, 
84th Congress— would have extended the time in which a retired person might 
have elected. As you know, the proposed amendment was not acceptable to 
your committee at that time. 

We feel that there should be no objection to giving the people concerned an- 
other right of election. Prior to 1955 some persons having 60 percent disability 
would have suffered a loss had they elected to receive pay computed on Career 
Compensation Act rates ; however, the situation has changed. 

Under the 1949 law active-duty pay of a first lieutenant with under 4 years 
service was $263.63. For 60 percent disability his retired pay would have been 
$158.18, less than $1 more than that which he was receiving under the old law. 
Some in that category seemed to feel that the amount involved would not be 
worth the effort and did not elect. Current active duty pay of an officer of that 
grade and 3 years service is $3860. So, for 60 percent disability his retired pay 
would be $216—$32 more than that currently paid to one who did not have the 
foresight to elect to receive the 68-cent increase under the 1949 law. 

Under Public Law No. 314, 78th Congress, retired members of the military 
services may elect to receive disability compensation or pension under laws ad- 
ministered by the Veterans’ Administration in lieu of all or part of their retired 
pay, and they may elect and reelect between such benefits as often as it might be 
to their advantage to do so. 

Officers in the lower ranks and many enlisted men retired with high degree of 
disability have elected to receive compensation from the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion at a monthly rate higher than their retired pay. They have a right to 
reelect and again receive retired pay at any time the rate exceeds the rate of 
compensation. Obviously, Congress felt that these people should be permitted to 
elect to receive pay computed under the most favorable law. Why should there 
be objection to giving a new right of election under the Career Compensation 
Act? The cost could not be great, and there could be no mammoth administra- 
tive problem. 


Mr. TrgHMman. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, we 
appreciate this opportunity to appear before you on behalf of disabled 
officers of all services. 

Mr. Kitpay. Go right ahead. 

Mr. TrrgHMan. We believe the bill under consideration is a step in 
the right direction; however, it will not, in our opinion, do all that 
should be done. 

During the past 22 months it has been said by many that when en- 
acting the 1958 pay law (Public Law 85-422) the Government broke a 
contract with members of the armed services who were retired prior 
to June 1, 1958, and that that situation should be remedied by legisla- 
tion such as proposed by the measure now under consideration. Those 
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making the broken-contract allegations know, of course, that members 
of the armed services have no actual contract; however, they believe 
that there was an implied contract. We wholeheartedly agree with 
that thought. 

The 1958 act was not the first to violate a moral obligation to mili- 
tary personnel. From August 3, 1861, 2 weeks after the first Battle of 
Bull Run, to October 1949, members of the Armed Forces determined 
to be physically unfit for further service were retired with 75 percent 
of active duty pay for the rank held. 

In early 1948, the Advisory Commission on Service Pay, generally 
known as the Hook committee, was appointed by the Secretary of 
Defense. That committee was asked to make a comprehensive study 
and make recommendations covering every significant phase of a 
sound system of compensation for persons at all levels, and in all 
branches, of the armed services. On December 10, 1948, after months 
of intensive study and investigation, the committee submitted its re- 
port and recommendations. The Career Compensation Act of 
1949 

Mr. Kinpay. A little louder, Mr. Tilghman, please. 

Mr. TreGuman. The Career Compensation Act of 1949 was the 
outgrowth of that report. 

Insofar as we know, the Hook committee was the first to recom- 
mend departure from the traditional system of computing disability 
retirement pay. The committee recommended that no person be 
retired because of physical incapacity unless shown to be 30 percent or 
more disabled in accordance with the rating schedule in use by the 
Veterans’ Administration. 

It also recommended that disability retirement pay be not less than 
50 percent of basic pay. 

‘ommenting on such recommendations, the committee said: 





The Commission is advised that 80 percent disability represents a reasonable 
dividing line between real disability, determinable by medical men, and doubt- 
ful disability. It believes that a system of a number of degrees of disability 
serving as a basis for differentials in disability pay treatment is administratively 
complex and brings in added difficulties in borderline cases with resultant charges 
of unfairness. 

H.R. 2553, 8ist Congress, contained recommendations of the Hook 
committee regarding computation of disability retirement pay. It 
provided that in no case should such pay be less than 50 percent of 
active duty pay. Congress accepted the Hook committee recommen- 
dation that a minimum of 30 percent disability be required; how- 
ever, the recommendation that disability retired pay be not less than 
50 percent of basic pay was rejected. Under the law in effect since 
October 1949, disability retired pay is computed according to the 
actual percentage of disability, with a minimum of 30 percent and a 
maximum of 75 percent. 

The Hook committee said a system of a number of degrees of dis- 
ability serving as a basis for differentials in disability pay being 
administratively complex, would bring in added difficulties in border- 
line cases and result in charges of unfairness. Rating border- 
line cases is difficult, and there have been many charges of unfairness. 

When testifying on the career compensation bill in 1949, and on a 
number of occasions since, spokesmen for our association said we did 
not believe members of the armed services should be retired because 





a—t= gent at 0 bale 





ers 
eve 


ith 


ili- 
of 
ied 


ant 


lly 
of 
dy 
all 
hs 
re- 


he 


m- 
ty 
be 
or 
he 


An 


dle 
bt- 
ity 
‘ly 
res 


It 
of 











3973 


of minor disability but that those placed on a disability should be 
paid a reasonable percentage of their basic pay. The only material 
difference between our thoughts with respect to pay and those of the 
Hook committee was on the percentage of pay. The Hook committee 
recommended a minimum of 50 percent. We asked that the 75 percent 
system not be changed. 

It is generally believed that when enacting the original retirement 
law a century ago, Congress felt that, insofar as possible, a person 
whose military career was terminated by line-of-duty disability should 
be given the same pay he could expect to receive were it possible for 
him to continue on active duty for 30 years—75 percent of his basic 
pay. We believe that was reasonable. 

Disability retired pay of civilian employees of the Government is 
not based on percentage of disability. Members of the Metropolitan 
Police force, the Fire Department of the District of Columbia, the 
U.S. Park Police, and certain members of the U. S. Secret Service 
fare much better than disabled members of the armed services. 
Upon retirement for disability, a member of any one of those 
services receives not less than 6624 percent of his basic salary 
at the time of retirement. He may receive 70 percent of basic salary— 
act of August 21, 1957. 

Retired pay of military personnel is computed on basic pay, not 
overall pay, which includes quarters and subsistence allowances. In 
general, 75 percent of basic pay in the lower grades is slightly more 
than 50 percent of overall pay. 

Mr. Durnam. That is with regard to length of service? You are 
talking about the Metropolitan Police? 

Mr. Tirguman. The Metropolitan Police and certain officials have 
to—— 

Mr. Durnam. There is no requirement as to the length of service? 

Mr. TirguMan. No requirement as to the length of service if they 
have been in service 5 years. 

Compare the case of a military officer and a police officer, each 
receiving $800 per month overall pay at the time of retirement. Maxi- 
mum retired pay of the military officer, whose basic pay is $630, would 
be $472.50. Minimum retired pay of the police officer would be $533.33. 

The Secretary of Defense has said that enactment of H.R. 11318— 
would be of significant value by increasing the morale, efficiency and effective- 
ness of our active duty career personnel as well as avoiding discrimination 
against retired personnel who served their country faithfully and well. 

In effect, he said breaking faith with retired personnel in 1958 
adversely affected the morale of active-duty personnel. We believe 
that. to be true. We also believe it can be said that breaking faith 
with disabled personnel in 1949 adversely affected the morale of active 
duty karan 5 

In a memorandum to the Secretary of Defense, dated February 
20, 1953, General Bradley said that during the previous several years 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff had become increasingly alarmed about the 
growing lack of confidence among Armed Forces personnel in the 
military services as a worthwhile career. He also said: 


The primary reason for this growing lack of confidence in the military serv- 
ices as a career stems from the feeling that the Government has broken a con- 
tract with military personnel and has changed the rules in the middle of the 
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game. Military personnel feel that the Government should keep its part of the 
contract and abide by the rules with the same degree of conscientiousnuess as it 
demands of them. 

In his message to Congress on Reorganization Plan No, 6 of 1953, 
the President expressed his concern about the military personnel situ- 
ation and stated that the Secretary of Defense had been directed to 
study the problem. Shortly thereafter a committee of five-star- 
rank officers was directed to study the problem and recommend cor- 
rective action. 

This study group, of which Rear Adm. J. P. Womble, Jr., was 
chairman, was generally known as the Womble committee. In_ its 
final report on October 30, 1953, the Womble committee said, “Re- 
tirement must be made more attractive,” and recommended that the 
Department of Defense sponsor legislation to restore 75-percent. dis- 
ability pay. The Department did not follow through on that rec- 
ommendation. 

We ask that your committee give serious and sympathetic con- 
sideration to recommendations of the Womble committee report, 
and that the bill under consideration be amended by incorporating 
therein the language of H.R. 7926, introduced by Mr. Stratton, a 
member of the committee, which provides for return to the disability 
retirement pay system in effect prior to 1949. 

We also ad that consideration be given to an amendment which 
would give a new right of election to those persons who did not 
elect to have their retired pay computed on the Career Compensa- 
tion Act rates. We have no information as to how many would be 
affected, but it is not believed the number would be great. 

The original Department of Defense draft of the 1955 pay bill— 
H.R. 2607, 84th Congress—would have extended the time in which 
a retired person might have elected. As you know, the proposed 
amendment was not acceptable to your committee at that time. 

We feel that there should be no objection to giving the people 
concerned another right of election. Prior to 1955 some persons 
with 60-percent disability would have suffered a loss had they elected 
to receive pay computed under the Career Compensation Act. 
Others would have, with the same degree of disability, received the 
magnificent sum of 68 cents a month more had they elected. They 
did not feel that the time and effort was worth—that the 68 cents 
was worth the time and the effort. 

Now, it has been said that once a man has been given a right of 
election, he should not be given a new right. 

Under Public Law 314, 78th Congress, which was applicable to 
regular personnel only, at that time retired members of the military 
services were permitted to elect to receive disability compensation 
or pension under the laws administered by the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration in lieu of retired pay. And under that law, which is still in 
effect and applicable to all services by reason of an amendment to 
the Career Compensation Act, retired personnel may elect, and re- 
elect as often as possible, between compensation from the Veterans’ 
Administration and retirement pay from the military. 

It is hoped that your committee will consider an amendment which 
would permit those people—and they can’t be many—to reelect and 
receive pay under the Career Compensation Act. 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Durnam. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kinpay. Mr. Durham. 

Mr. Durnam. Of course we tried to correct here what I think was 
a mistake—and we made a mistake, I guess along with other people, 
in the Department of Defense, by not correcting it at the right time. 

When I look back over 22 years of service on this committee, I don’t 
think that the money is the only inceative. I think we have to look 
at this thing as correcting a mistake. After we have sinned once, the 
inference is that it is not quite so bad to sin again. But I think this 
bill should be passed. 

But when I think about the incentive in this thing, money is not all 
there is. It is a question of patriotism. We are paying people for 
patriotic duty who have served in the armed services, as I see it. 

When I think of the boys who go to West Point and receive their 
education, which costs a tremendous sum of money, and then if you 
look around and see how many you have left in service, the incentive 
thing, to me, is not the point. The point is that we are trying to do 
something for the man who has actually served and has done his 
duty and the man that has become disabled, like the group you are 
speaking for. 

Mr. TirgHMan. Well, certainly, all 

Mr. Dursam. I don’t look on this money question, on ending up 
here with all of this thing, as keeping the men in the service. 

But I think, after all, the man makes his own decision. And in a 
country such as we have here in America, if he wants to get out, we 
have made provision for him to get out of the service. And that is 
after he has received his education. And there have been thousands 
and thousands of them. 

Mr. Tirguman. Of course that has no place in this bill, but I have 
some very definite thoughts on that, too. 

Mr. Duruam. But there are such things as being a good American 
citizen and serving his country. 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kitpay. Mr. Byrne. 

Mr. Byrne. Your organization sent me a letter. I gave the letter to 
Mr. Blandford there. Would that amendment that they suggest 

Mr. Bianprorp. The amendment suggested by Mr. Paston of the 
Disabled Officers Association, of which Mr. Tilghman is national ad- 
jutant, recommends that the present bill be amended by adding a pro- 
vision to the effect that a person entitled to retirement pay under any 
act, other than the Career Compensation Act of 1949, is entitled to 
receive 75 percent of the active duty rates in effect on the effective date 
of this act. 

As I understand Mr. Tilghman’s testimony, he is not endorsing this 
proposal. He is endorsing a more restricted proposal, of giving him 
a new right of election. 

There is a considerable difference between a new right of election 
and an automatic 75 percent. 

Would you agree, Mr. Tilghman ? 

Mr. TireuMman. In part, we asked first we return to the traditional 
75 percent for disability retired pay, and if that is not acceptable to 
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the committee, we ask then that you give these people who did not 
elect under the Career Compensation Act a new right of election, 

Of course, if you accept the first proposal, then the second will 
amount to nothing. 

Mr. Kitpay. Mr. Tilghman, do you know what it would cost to 
give 75 percent to all of those—that group to which you refer? 

Mr. Tirguman. Mr. Chairman, I haven't the slightest idea. 

Mr. Kitpay. I believe the committee has it. Do you have that fig- 
ure, Mr. Blandford ¢ 

Mr. Bianprorp. Yes, sir; $21 million annually. 

Mr. Kinpay. It would be $21 million in addition to the $31 million 
cost of this bill? 

Mr. BLanprorp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Krrenin. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question of the counsel? 

Mr. Kitpay. Mr. Kitchin. 

Mr. Krrcntn. Does this bill that we are now considering today give 
an election that was not available under the 1958 act ¢ 

Mr. Buanprorp. There is no election. 

Now, this is going to be a “whichever is greater” provision. In 
other words, this will be “higher retired pay 1f entitled to it, or keep 
what you have.” 

Mr. Krrcnrn. Is it an automatic elevation, then, that is, under an 
automatic computation, rather than an election from the individual 
himself ? 

Mr. BLanprorp. Well, it is an “entitled to compute.” 

I suppose an individual—well, I would say yes to your question. 
It would be almost an automatic provision, because it will entitle him 
to the new pay scales. 

Now, I don’t know what would happen if an individual says, “I 
don’t want any more money.” [ Laughter. | 

Mr. Kitpay. Everybody will fall dead. 

Mr. Tir¢uMman. Call the wagon. 

Mr. BiaNnprorp. That is the only thing that would happen. 

Mr. Srrarron. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Kowarsxr. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kitpay. Mr. Kowalski. 

Mr. Kowausxr. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the counsel a question ? 

How much would it cost if we amended this bill to provide an 
optional feature for those who are retired under physical 

Mr. Bianprorp. You mean to allow them to have a new election ? 

Mr. Kowatskt. Not the 75 percent. 

Mr. Bianprorp. No. 

Mr. Kowatskr. But to recompute their pay under the May 20, 
1958, act. 

Mr. Buianprorp. I don’t have that figure available, Mr. Kowalski. 

I recall having seen a figure, but I wouldn’t want to hazard a guess 
at this moment. It is not, of course, the $21 million. It is less than 
$5 million [$3,366,000]. 

Mr. Kitpay. We will secure that for the record. 

Mr. Srratron. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kizpay. Mr. Stratton. 

Mr. Srrarron. Mr. Chairman, may I say I want to thank Mr. 
Tilghman for his position and that I appreciate his support for the 
legislation that I introduced. 
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Of course, as he indicated, we have received, as he knows, an unfa- 
vorable report on this legislation from the Department, which prob- 
ably will make it difficult for the addition of this feature. 

But I think the alternative suggestion that you made is a very good 
one. 

I, too, am interested in the figure that Mr. Kowalski has asked for, 
so that the committee might be in a position to consider this as at 
least a reasonable alternative. 

Mr. TrrguMman. I think it is not unreasonable. 

Mr. Wirson. Mr. Chairman, may I ask? 

Mr. Kitpay. Have you completed, Mr. Stration ? 

Mr. Srrarron. Mr. Tilghman, I think, is still responding. 

Mr. TirguMan. I think it is not unreasonable. I think the cost 
would be rather insignificant. 

Now, I heard it said here one day that the $31 million which this 
bill would cost was not great, or more or less peanuts. Well, the cost 
of this reelection, in my opinion, would be very, very small. 

Mr. Wirson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kiipay. Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Wurson. Is it correct that Mr. Tilghman is suggesting that 
those who did not have an opportunity to make an election be given 
another opressuntty ¢ 

Mr. TirgHman. No,no, Mr. Wilson. Everyone—— 

Mr. Wurson. You want everyone—— 

Mr. Trreuman. Everyone who was retired prior to October 1949 
had an opportunity to elect to take that pay under the Career Compen- 
sation Act. 

Mr. Wiison. You want to reopen it and give everyone another 
chance to decide? 

Mr. Tirguman. Yes. And I think it is not unreasonable. There 
have have been a number of changes in the pay scale since 1949, and 
people who would have received as little as 68 cents a month more in 
1949, had they elected, might now receive $7 or $8 more because of the 
difference in the pay scale. 

Mr. Kirpay. I believe the committee understands your proposal, 
Mr. Tilghman. 

We thank you, and thank you for your statement. 

Mr. Tu.Guman. I thank you, sir. 

Mr. Kizpay. Colonel Boyer, representing the Reserve Officers 
Association. 

Colonel Boyer. Colonel Manchester is our spokesman. 

Colonel Mancuester. M. H. Manchester. 

Mr. Chairman, my comment will be so brief I would like to refrain 
from even being seated. [Laughter. ] 

Mr. Kitpay. That makes you twice welcome. Go ahead. 

Colonel Mancuester. As you know, time is impartial in war and 
business, as in politics. Time is only on the side of those who know 
how to use it. 

Consequently, we would like to submit our written presentation for 
the record, with the complete endorsement of this bill. 

And we hope that any time we have saved here will only help speed 
its passage into law. 

Mr. Kinpay. Thank you, Colonel Manchester. 
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Colonel Mancuester. There you are, sir. 

Mr. Kirpay. Without objection, your statement will be included in 
the record. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CoL. JOHN T. CARLTON, EXECUTIVE DirEecTOR, RESERVE OFFICERS 
ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES, RE H.R, 11318 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we appreciate the invitation of 
the committee to present a statement on this important piece of legislation. 

Prior to the Pay Act of 1958 it has been traditional for Congress, when there 
has been an increase in the pay of our active duty personnel, to base the per- 
centage of retired pay of all retired personnel on the new pay scale. 

Unfortunately, in the Pay Act of 1958, due to recommendation of Defense 
Department, this tradition was changed and instead of our retired personnel 
being permitted to base their retired pay on the new pay rate, they received a 
6 percent across-the-board pay raise. 

Due to tradition retired personnel had every reason to believe that they should 
have received the same treatment as their predecessors when new pay raises 
were previously enacted into law. 

From a morale standpoint affecting our active duty personnel a serious 
problem arises. 

The services are making every effort to retain our most brilliant service per- 
sonnel. They are urged to make a career of the services. However, when these 
younger officers see traditions broken it causes a great many in this category to 
raise the question: Is it advisable to remain in the active service? They wonder 
if the current inducement which is attractive today may be radically changed 
and their eventual retired pay considerably less than was anticipated. 

When Reserve Officers Association appeared before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee and testified on the proposed Pay Act of 1958, we recommended 
strongly that this tradition of permitting retired personnel to base their percent- 
age of retired pay on the new pay scale be maintained. 

Unfortunately, due to monetary reasons and the lack of Defense Department 
support, we were unable to attain our objective. 

Several Senators who felt strongly on this matter introduced resolutions from 
the floor urging this tradition be maintained but unhappily these amendments 
were not approved. 

Congress has always been most anxious and cooperative in seeing that justice 
is maintained. We sincerely believe the enactment of this bill, H.R. 11318, will 
indicate to all retired personnel and all officers on extended active duty that 
Congress is sympathetic and more than anxious to achieve equity. 

We are delighted the Defense Department recommends this bill. If Defense 
had enthusiastically endorsed this idea when the Pay Act of 1958 was under 
consideration, we believe the Congress at that time would have approved the 
recommendation. 

This association believes in economy, but we also think that there is a right 
and a wrong place in which economy be exercised. We do not subscribe, in the 
long run, that it is good economy to approve legislation which has a harmful 
effect on morale. 

We wholeheartedly endorse the provisions of H.R. 11318 and strongly recom- 
mend that your committee report this bill favorably. 

We want to thank you for permitting us to express our views on this most 
important piece of legislation. 

Mr. Kirpay. Mr. Blandford, you have some matters to insert in 
the record? 

Mr. Bianprorp. Yes, sir. 

I would like to insert in the record a statement of Congressman 
Clem Miller, of the First District of California, in support of equali- 
zation of pay for retired service personnel, H.R. 11318, and Mr. 
Miller’s bill, H.R. 4215. 

(The statement follows:) 
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STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN CLEM MILLER, First District, CALIFORNIA, IN Sup- 
PORT OF LEGISLATION FOR EQUALIZATION OF Pay FOR RETIRED SERVICE PERSONNEL, 
H.R. 11318 (AND MILLER BILL, H.R. 4215) 


Mr. Chairman, I support legislation to amend Public Law 85-422, the military 
pay law, H.R. 11318, as evidenced by the introduction of my own, similar 
measure, H.R. 4215. 

The provisions of Public Law 85-422 relating to retirement are discriminatory. 
The legislation under consideration would restore the traditional relationship 
between active duty pay and retired pay for members of the services, and would 
correct the undesirable situation created by the disturbance of this traditional 
relationship. 

My congressional district, the north coastal area of California, is the residence 
of many retired service personnel, and the hoped-for residence of many others. 
I have received heavy mail from the district, urging the passage of this 
legislation. 

The remedy of the inequitous situation is a relatively simple matter, enact- 
ment of the proposal being considered here and, in all justice, I urge favorable 
consideration of the pending legislation by your committee. Thank you. 


Mr. Bianprorp. I would also like to insert in the record at this 
time a statement from Brig. Gen. John A. Elmore, Washington Com- 
mittee for Equalization of Retired Pay; a telegram from Comdr. 
C. L. Ashley, USNR, retired; a statement from the Jewish War Vet- 
erans; a telegram from 1st Lt. H. L. McLeod; a letter addressed to 
Congresstaan Thomas Morris; and a letter from the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce endorsing H.R. 11318. 

(The statements follow :) 


WASHINGTON COMMITTEE FOR EQUALIZATION OF RETIRED Pay, 
Washington, D.C., April 5, 1960. 
To the Chairman and members of the Armed Services Committee: 

As chairman of the Washington Committee for Equalization of Retired Pay, 
I am submitting this statement on behalf of our committee in support of H.R. 
11318, introduced by Mr. Kilday, of Texas, for the purpose of securing equaliza- 
tion of retired pay. 

This committee is an informal group of retired career officers of the Army, 
the Navy, the Air Force, the Marine Corps, the Coast Guard, the Public Health 
Service, and the Coast and Geodetic Survey. These officers have voluntarily 
associated themselves to seek the enactment of legislation to remedy the in- 
equitable provisions of the 1958 Pay Act as it applies to retired pay. Each 
member represents many retired officers of his own service residing throughout 
the United States. Twenty-two classes of the U.S. Military Academy 
alone are represented. In our efforts our committee has acted in harmony with 
the Retired Officers Association, the Reserve Officers Association, and the Na- 
tional Guard Association. The volume of our correspondence from retired 
officers clubs, groups, associations, and individuals in many parts of the country 
indicates we accurately represent the consensus of opinion of all retired career 
officers. 

We are aware that your committee is thoroughly informed on the details 
of the 1958 Pay Act and of the provisions of H.R. 11318 now under considera- 
tion. Consequently, this statement will omit details and statistics and will be 
confined to a brief expression of the views of the retired personnel affected by 
this proposed legislation as we have developed them over a period of almost 2 
years. 

It is universally recognized that the 1958 Pay Act was closely patterned after 
the recommendations of the Cordiner Committee and was designed as “Career 
Incentive Act.” Its purpose was to establish more realistic pay seales and 
thereby retain in the armed services the many valuable and experienced officers 
who were leaving the services in order to obtain greater financial security in 
business and industry. <A second, and no less important objective, was to attract 
young men of high caliber to enter the services as a career. With one exception 
the Pay Act admirably accomplished its purposes. That exception, a departure 
from the recommendations of the Cordiner Committee, a departure from the 
policy established by the Congress almost 100 years ago and a breach of faith 
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with the thousands of officers who retired prior to June 1, 1958, was of suffi- 
ciently grave consequences to nullify in large measure the goals of that legisla- 
tion. 

When the 1958 Pay Act departed from the traditional method of equating 
retired pay directly to active duty pay of similar grade and length of service 
for those officers retired prior to June 1, 1958, it created, in its unjust and 
arbitrary discrimination, two classes of retired officers. One group, most of 
whose members were the combat leaders of our Armed Forces in at least two 
wars and many whom wear decorations attesting to their meritorious service 
and gallantry in action, was relegated to less recognition and an inferior posi- 
tion based entirely upon an arbitrary date; the second group, created by the 
same arbitrarily chosen date and not because of more meritorious service or 
greater professional contributions, was accorded full recognition and continued 
under the traditional pay formula established by the Congress almost a century 
ago. 

The sole reason for this action was based upon the recommendation of an 
agency of the executive branch of our Government in a misguided effort to 
achieve an economy at the expense of the thousands of retired officers who had 
devoted their lives to the uniformed services—a very minor economy when 
viewed in relationship with the armed services budget and one that will con- 
stantly diminish and eventually cease in the not too distant future. 

The effects of this unwise action were threefold : 

First, it lessened the confidence of the active officers of the services in their 
future security and consequently adversely affected their morale and efficiency. 
None know better than they that the active list of today is the retired list of 
tomorrow. When they saw what had happened to those already retired they 
could not but wonder if what they now considered their guadanteed rights in 
retirement would some day be similarly abridged. 

Second, one of the chief attractions of a career in the uniformed services 
for outstanding young men is security in retirement. If retired pay for all is 
not reestablished on its traditional basis they, too, will question the security of 
their rights in retirement and for many this may well be the deciding factor in 
choosing a career. 

Third, the injustice to those officers retired prior to June 1, 1958, is obvious. 
After long careers of devoted service they were monetarily penalized and rele- 
gated to a second-rate category among their brother officers who retired after 
them. They were penalized not for what they had done, not for any lack of 
merit or previous accomplishment, but on the sole basis of an arbitrarily chosen 
date. They feel that they have been deprived of their traditional rights. They 
feel that considerations of simple justice demand that they be restored to full 
equity with their brothers officers who were fortunate enough, many through pure 
happenstance, to reach their retirement dates after June 1, 1958. They feel 
that their long and honorable service merits that recognition. 

It is important to note that the President and the two agencies of the executive 
department who originally opposed this measure, the Bureau of the Budget and 
the Department of Defense, now give it their full support. 

The uniformed services have always looked to the Congress to safeguard their 
rights, to deal with its members with fairness and justice, and to treat all with 
equality. We have full confidence in the outcome of this bill now before you. 
Its passage will not only correct an injustice but will restore the confidence, 
morale, and efficiency of those now on the active lists. Further, it will give 
increased strength to the appeal of the services as a career. 

Members of this committee have individually sought the advice and assistance 
of Members of Congress here in Washington. I would like to take this occasion 
to express to those Members of both the House and the Senate our grateful 
appreciation for their counsel and generous assistance. 

JOHN A. ELMORE, 
Brigadier General, U.S. Army, Retired. 


Aprit 5, 1960. 
Re hearings H.R. 11318, retired pay raises. 
Representative CARL VINSON, 
Chairman, House Armed Services Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 
Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF ARMED SERVICES CoMMITTEE: Being 
unable to get representation for my category of heavily disabled junior officers 
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pecause I engendered the wrath of Department of Defense and friends beholden 
to them for my recent disclosures to 250 ROTC colleges who as educators pri- 
marily are loathe to enter legislative campaigns, and as I am en route to my 
home in Bemidji, Minn., I ask that this message be read and recorded as part 
of the hearings. 

I have been ignored for 5 years as voluntary spokesman for about 1,000 lieu- 
tenants scattered all over unaware of the injustice done them in relation to 
other officers and enlisted men similarly disabled and many too disabled or 
frustrated to help themselves. Similarly, it took 13 years to convince the Vet- 
erans’ Administration they were stealing from the insured permanently and 
totally disabled, as evidenced by a refund of $840 just received for deductions 
made after I repaid a loan with 20 years’ deductions from payments and they 
kept on 13 years deducting on the trick of “matured” policy. This retired pay 
of mine matter is on a par with that and due on refund back to April 1, 1955, 
when “no raises” for short service was invoked unjustly as a current “career” 
incentive matter on old retired disability cases from World War I whose careers 
have ended in military and civilian aspects both. 

There is no justification in making my category from first ROTC 1917 all 
volunteers on moral obligation only—cleared of ail stench of disloyalty— a part 
of the crime of disloyalty upon which draft and obligation is based and measured 
in dollar “fines.” I value my integrity and honor and loyalty beyond the dollar 
difference involved so meaningless at my age and in inflation terms. 

My category is utterly no part of current retention problems, victims of a 
damnable table as well as heavy disability and unemployability; and as for 
honorable longevity how about 30 or 40 years endurance of social burial on 
total service disability occupying space only? 

H.R. 11318 is designed for longevity retirement as usual, even though about 
half of retirement are on a disability basis per the records in 1958. The Hook 
commission and Cordiner both roundly criticized the services for undue emphasis 
on longevity values. The practical problem is a realistic view of “disability” 
where high degree of disability, not a minor difference in time as to when it 
occurred, is currently the primary issue. Only the draft and obligation made 
it possible and keep junior officers beginner base pay at 1952 levels today as a 
sort of “fine” because so many left service early. To “fine’ my category via 
reduced retired disability pay figured from a draftee obligation standpoint is 
most unjust as it denies and repudiates that my World War I category was 
not subject to draft or obligation when this service was accepted as strictly 
100 percent volunteers before draft laws. As World War I ws only 19 months 
hostilities, that and early disability made the much criticized and impugned 
“short service.” 

President Wilson proclaimed it as patriotic to get out early and relieve home 
economie presures and the military payroll, as to get in early, which I did both 
ways. I get a discharged pay rate from the services and am supposed to be 
gullible enough to think 90-day recruit desserts are good enough for me. My 
loss of value from college education and business attainment before World 
War I is completely ignored in loss of potential consideration and only the 
temporary military attainment used as a measuring stick. Surely your lawyers 
read of a $100,000 settlement out here with Greyhound Bus Co. by attorney 
Billi for a brain injury on a young recently discharged soldier. My potential 
losses are equally as stupendous, even more so, for as a young man in the early 
1920’s I had to give up a $7,200 a year job. Actually I get less than county 
welfare boards award for care of similarly disabled persons with no war service 
record at all. 

Amending H.R. 11318 to eliminate injustice to my category is simple and will 
care for others too in the future by merely stating any officer who is 80 percent 
to 100 percent disabled shall have to pay for two lost careers—his retired dis- 
ability pay computed from a minimum of 3 or 6 years or whatever is necessary 
to put his pay rate above that of 90-day recruit desserts on 100 percent compen- 
sation, which it is below at present. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Respectfully, 

Howarp L. McoLeop, 
First Lieutenant EROL, USA. 
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Apri 4, 1960. 
Hon. CHARLES E. BENNETT, 


House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Re my letter April 2: Since I am unable to attend hearings, will greatly 
appreciate it if you will enter this letter and memorandum enclosed in record 
of hearing. 

C. L. ASHLEY, 
Commander, USNR., Retired. 


DUNEDIN, Fia., April 2, 1960. 
Hon. CHARLES BE. BENNETT, M.C. 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. BENNETT: As a fellow Floridian, I am taking the liberty of writing 
to you as your Armed Services Committee is about to consider the various bills 
aimed to equalize retired pay for officers of the armed services. Confident 
that undoubtedly with many retired officers in your district, you are concerned 
in seeing that the best interests of all are protected, I ask your indulgence to 
read and consider the inclosed résumé of my experiences in the Navy from my 
appointment to the Naval Academy onward. I regret its length; but as you 
will note, it covers many years and unusual incidents. 

I ask only that you consider my case on its merits. While I might be an 
unusual victim of the Navy conflict-of-interest law and some contraditory 
bureaucracy, it should be borne in mind that there are some 30,000 retired 
officers who are, to varying degree, similarly affected. It is reported that the 
consensus of Congress is to correct the inequities of Public Law 85—422 of 1958. 
All the bills I have seen do not include this group in the proposed equalization 
because these officers do not come under the Career Act of 1949. It seems that 
the simplest solution would be to include the features of the Stratton bill (H.R. 
7926) in the equalization bill agreed on. 

Another point worthy of consideration is that while those officers retired 
for service can, if they wish, take civilian employment to augment their re 
tired pay in these days of inflated prices, those retired for disability are like 
myself physically unable to take further employment. I can assure you that 
my family has been forced to reduce its standard of living as compared with 
that before World War II. Is this my reward for answering my country’s 
urgent call to duty during a grave emergency ? 

I and all disabled officers in this group will be eternally grateful for your 
efforts to see that any equalization bill contains the features of the Stratton bill 
which will reest.biish the traditional method of computing disability retired 
pay. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES LINSEY ASHLEY, 
Commander, USNR, Retired. 


At the end of my junior year in high school I won an appointment by com- 
petitive examination and entered the U.S. Naval Academy in 1918, graduating 
74th in a class of 541 in 1922. Because a “hump” developed in the officer 
personnel as a result of the Disarmament Conference and the reduction in the 
Navy, it was soon apparent that my class could not reach the rank of com- 
mander; hence, I resigned in 1926 to accept an unsolicited offer of employment 
with Armour & Co. I left the Navy with a special letter of commendation from 
the Secretary of the Navy. 

In December 1939, with a commission as a lieutenant in the Naval Reserve, I 
was general manager of the Armour East St. Louis plant, shipping a million 
pounds of meat per week, and territorial manager with jurisdiction over 18 sales 
branch houses from St. Louis, Mo., to Roanoke, Va. The Commandant, 9th 
Naval District, made inquiry of ail Reserve officers on their availability to 
mobilize. I replied that I doubted that my Chicago principals could relieve 
me within the prescribed 4 days, but I stated that I wish to maintain my con- 
nection with the Navy through the Naval Reserve in case of actual emergency. 
I was ordered to resign; and thus my training at Annapolis, 4. years of very 
creditable service in the Regular Navy, and about 10 years in the Reserve were 
discarded. 

Beginning in June 1940, barely 6 months later, I received numerous appeals 
from the Navy for qualified seagoing officers to volunteer. This culminated 
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late in 1941 with a personal note from Admiral Nimitz, then Chief of the Bureau 
of Personnel, urging me to come back at once since the need was very urgent. 
As soon as possible after Pearl Harbor, I volunteered for duty in the Navy, cut- 
ting my income two-thirds and giving up disability insurance because of the war 
clauses in the policies. It was, however, the Navy’s policy at that time, dating 
back to the enactment of the original retirement laws in 1861, to retire disabled 
officers at 75 percent of the active duty base pay for the rank and length of 
service, an implied contract, so to speak. 

In April 1946, after my discharge to inactive duty and I had returned to my 
civilian employment with Armour as general manager of the large plant at 
Kansas City, the Secretary of the Navy informed me that I had been placed 
on the retired list for a spine injury resulting from an air crash in Africa. 
Included in a résumé of laws pertaining to retired officers to which my atten- 
tion was directed was one which prohibits retired officers of the U.S. Navy 
from being employed where they are involved in selling, contracting, and/or 
negotiating for the sale of supplies to the Navy. Since all the plants where I 
had served as general manager since 1930 were frequently contracting with the 
Navy for meat, I submitted my case to the general attorney of Armour & Co., 
who advised me that I was subject to the penalties of the law, 1 year in jail 
and/or $5,000 fine. This, incidentally, was later confirmed by the Assistant 
U.S. Attorney General. For my own protection, I resigned my position; and 
thus a very successful and promising career of 20 years with Armour was cut 
short. When I volunteered for service in the Navy, I certainly was not aware 
of this law; and the Navy in all these appeals to me made no mention of its 
existence. 

As a result of the General Meyers scandal, all disability retirements were 
reviewed: and the Navy notified me that under Veterans’ Administration rules 
and standards, my disability—-four crushed vertebrae—was rated at 10 percent. 
This was very curious since it was the general understanding that the Navy did 
not retire an officer with less than 30 percent disability ; but since my pension 
was not affected, I did not raise any question an this evaluation. The Career 
Act of 1949, however, changed the policy for computing disability retired pay 
with a percentage formula. With less than 30 percent disability and 20 years 
service, I could not qualify under the Career Act: and since I had been forced to 
give up my career with Armour, and might need hospitalization for my injury, 
which has been the case several times, I elected to continue to receive retired pay 
under the old law as allowed under the Career Act. 

With the field of employment opportunity at my age considerably curtailed, I 
ultimately came to Florida as plant manager of a citrus juice concentrating op- 
eration; but in September 1950, I sustained further spine injury, aggravating 
my wartime injury. The carrier for the company’s workmen’s compensation 
finally declared me totally and permanently disabled. They, however, contended 
that my wartime injury was responsible for 90:percent of this total, with the 
1950 injury contributing only 10 percent. When I could not get confirmation 
from the Navy on their 10-percent rating before a hearing to be held before the 
Florida Workmen’s Compensation Commission on May 16, 1952, I had to sub- 
mit to arbitration by a local specialist. He rated the 1950 injury at 50 percent ; 
and TI had to settle on this basis. In September 1952, the Physical Disability 
Appeal Board confirmed the Navy’s rating of my wartime injury at 10 percent, 
again under Veterans’ Administration rules and standards. If I had had this 
ruling before the hearing on May 16, it is likely that I would have received 
about $3,500 more on the settlement. 

To be eligible for hospitalization and other benefits under the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration, I appeared before the regional office early in 1954 for evaluation. 
Under date of June 11, 1954, they advised me that under the same rules and 
standards the Navy had twice rated my disability at 10 percent, I was adjudi- 
‘ated at 60 percent disabled for service-connected injury. It is indeed amazing 
that under the same rules and standards, two agencies of the Government can 
make such widely varying ratings. With a rating of 60 percent, I understand 
that I could have qualified under the Career Act and subsequent pay bills for 
increases in my retired pay. 

It will be seen that I made considerable sacrifices of health, job, and loss on 
my home sold when I went overseas, in volunteering my services in World War II 
when the country faced a grave emergency. The pension I now receive, a frac- 
tion of the salary I commanded in civil life, is not in accordance with the policy 
or implied contract when I volunteered, namely 75 percent of the active duty 
base pay for my rank and service. There are approximately 30,000 officers who 
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are similarly affected by the change in computing disability retired pay under 
the Career Act. For some reason, oversight I prefer to think, most of the so- 
called equalization bills, including H.R. 11318 and H.R. 9304, correct the inequi- 
ties for those officers under the Career Act. I am confident that Congress desires 
to do justice to all retired officers. It is therefore necessary that the bill agreed 
upon contains the features of the Stratton bill (H.R. 7926) which will reestab- 
lish the traditional method of computing disabled retired pay to avoid discrimi- 
nation against this group. 


STATEMENT BY BERNARD WEITZER, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, JEWISH Wark 
VETERANS OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


On behalf of the Jewish War Veterans of the United States of America, I am 
glad to express appreciation for this opportunity to submit our views in behalf 
of H.R. 11318 introduced by Mr. Kilday. 

Our organization was one of the many which strongly supported the recom- 
mendations of the Cordiner Committee report that resulted in the career in- 
ecentive bill of 1958. We felt confident that it would induce more skilled and 
competent individuals to choose careers in the armed services. We believe the 
experience of the past 2 years has justified our expectations. 

However, in the final passage of that bill, an injustice was done to the men 
of the armed services who were retired before June 1, 1958. It had long been the 
tradition and the practice of the armed services to increase the retirement pay 
of retired personnel in proportion to the increases in pay granted to the person- 
nel on active service. Instead of following this tradition and practice, the act 
of 1958 granted only a 6-percent increase in retirement pay to those who had 
retired prior to June 1, 1958. 

Not only was this a discrimination against such personnel but to a degree this 
discrimination actually blunted the achievement of the purposes to which the act 
of 1958 was directed. One of the great incentives in that act toward inducing 
career service is the retirement pay benefits which had in the past always 
moved up with increased active service pay. 

H.R. 11318 will correct this injustice and restore the disturbance to morale 
which the discrimination has created. We respectfully urge your committee 
approve the bill and use your efforts to secure its passage. 


ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEx., April 5, 1960. 
Hon. THoMas G. Morris, 
U.S. Congress, House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. Morris: This letter is relative to H.R. 11318 now being considered 
by the House Armed Services Committee. This is a bill to eliminate the in- 
equities existing between military active duty and retired pay by permitting, in 
most cases, the computation of retired pay to be based on the pay rates cur- 
rently in effect for active duty personnel. 

This is an extremely meritorious bill but, in my opinion, it also contains an 
inequity because it limits this recomputation of retired pay to those persons en- 
titled to retired or retainer pay under the rates of basic pay in effect under the 
Career Compensation Act of 1949. 

I was retired from the U.S. Navy on February 1, 1936, under the provisions of 
34 U.S.C. 417, because of physical disability—chronic arthritis—incident to the 
service. I served on active duty for approximately 5 years during World War 
II and was re-retired on July 15, 1945, at which time I had 14 years 5 months and 
5 days active service for pay purposes. 

There is a limited number of previously retired personnel, of whom I am one, 
who did not elect to qualify for retired pay under the Career Compensation Act 
of 1949 who had remained on the retired list in a so-called “saved pay status.” 
In my case, to have so elected would have caused my complete separation from 
the service. 

When I was unable to qualify for retired pay under the Career Compensation 
Act of 1949, I became a “second-class” retired officer. With the passage of 
Public Law 85-422, I became a “third-class” retired officer. Inasmuch as my 
retirement for physical disability was certainly not at my request and was in 
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compliance with the laws in effect at that time, my present status is considered 
a flagrant injustice. 

While I do not know the exact number of retired personnel in my status, I 
feel sure that such number is not large enough to materially increase the cost 
of the bill now under consideration. 

It is requested, therefore, that every effort be made to include those retired 
prior to the Career Compensation Act, and who did not elect to come under the 
1949 act, in the recomputation proposed by H.R. 11318. 

Cordially yours, 
R. B. STRATTON, 
Commander, USN, Retired. 


ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEx., April 3, 1960. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN Morris: I hope you will support the movement in Con- 
gress to equalize the retired pay of service personnel who retired before the 
passage of the last pay raise in 1958. Up to that time retired pay was a fixed 
percentage of current active duty pay. The effect of the bill was to favor per- 
sons who retired after the passage of the bill over those retired before. 

At the same time I believe that the provisions affecting retired pay for Reserve 
personnel should be modified. When Public Law 810 set up the system of Re- 
serve retirement, the mandatory age for retirement was 60 years, and pay 
started at the same time. Now, under the provisions of the Reserve Officers 
Personnel Act, retirement is mandatory at age 55, or upon the completion of 30 
years service. But retired pay does not begin until age 60. It seems to me 
that Public Law 810 should be amended to provide that retired pay should 
start at age 55. 

The present condition is an injustice to Reserve personnel. They are being 
discriminated against in comparison with Regular Army and extended active 
duty personnel who can receive retired pay after 20 years active duty without 
reference to age. The difference in the length and nature of their service is al- 
ready taken account of in the system of computing Reserve retired pay in Public 
Law 810. They—the Reserve—should not have to wait 5 years in addition. 

Sincerely, 
Ow EN S. X. ALBERT. 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D.C., April 11, 1960. 
Hon. Cari T. VINSON, 
Chairman, House Armed Services Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Vinson: The Chamber of Commerce of the United States supports 
the enactment of H.R. 11318, to permit certain military personnel who retired 
prior to June 1, 1958, to recompute their retirement pay on the basis of the pay 
scales authorized in the Military Pay Act of 1958, 

From 1861 until 1958, retirement pay was based upon a percentage of the 
active-duty pay scales, but Congress departed from that formula in approving 
the 1958 Pay Act. 

The chamber believes the traditional relationship between retired and active 
duty pay rates should be restored because it is the only fair and equitable thing 
to do. We also believe the proposed legislation is consistent with your com- 
mittee’s efforts, particularly since 1955, to increase the attractiveness of military 
service as a career. 

In addition to correcting the inequity that makes H.R. 11318 necessary, the 
chamber recommends that you direct a subcommittee to conduct a comprehen- 
sive study of military retirement, with particular attention given to the steps 
that can be taken to curb its skyrocketing cost without destroying the retire- 
ment system’s career incentive values. 

This recommendation stems from our concern brought about by such recent 
disclosures as the Federal Government’s accrued liability of $30 billion for mili- 
tary retirement alone, and the warning, which appeared in testimony before the 
House Appropriations Subcommittee during its hearings on the fiscal 1961 budget 
for the Department of Defense, that military retirement will cost $1 billion 
annually by 1964 and $3 billion annually after 1975. 
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Critics of the military retirement system have recommended a number of 
actions designed to curb the program’s costs. These include placing the system 
on a contributory basis and/or establishing a minimum retirement age, regard- 
less of length of service. These and any other proposals merit extremely careful 
study before any additional legislation is enacted. 

I would appreciate your making this letter a part of the record of your hear- 
ings on H.R. 11318. 

Cordially yours, 
CLARENCE R. MILEs. 

Mr. Kitpay. Is that all you have? 

Mr. Bianprorp. That is all I have at this time. 

Mr. Kitpay. We have now heard all witnesses who requested to 
be heard and have placed in the record all statements submitted for 
inclusion in the record. 

The committee will stand in recess, subject to the call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 11:48 a.m., the committee adjourned, subject to 
the call of the Chair. ) 





Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D.C., Wednesday, April 13, 1960. 

The committee met at 10 a.m., Hon. Carl Vinson, chairman of the 
committee, presiding. 

The CuatrMan. Let the committee come to order. 

Twenty members are here, and a quorum is present. 

Now, members of the committee, we have some very important bills 
before us this morning for consideration. So I trust each one of you 
will remain until we finish consideration of all these bills, 

Now, the first bill I will call up is a bill by Mr. Kilday, H.R. 11318, 
which was heard before the full committee. It provides that those 
persons entitled to retired pay or retainer pay under the Career Com- 
pensation Act of 1949, who were prohibited from computing their 
retired pay or retainer pay under the rates provided by the act of 
May 20, 1958, shall be entitled to have their retired pay or retainer 
pay recomputed on the rates of base pay provided by the act of May 
20, 1958, from the date of the passage of that act. 

Mr. Kitpay. This act. 

The Cuarrman. This act. 

So, therefore, the committee can understand it is not retroatcive. 
The new computation will be based on the active-duty pay. 

I might say that since 1861, the policy of the Government has al- 
ways been that retired pay be based upon the active-duty pay, and 
there was only one break, and that occurred in 1922. 

It was rectified 4 years later by Congress. 

The administration, in presenting the recent law, the act of May 
20, 1958, did not ask Congress to take care of the pay in accordance 
with the tradition. 

Therefore, the committee went along with the administration. But 
after further study, the committee had a hearing, and I think is in 
unanimous accord that the policy that has been in existence from 
time immemorial should continue on down through the ages. 

Now, Mr. Kilday, have you anything to say ? 

Mr. Kirpay. I don’t think so, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman. 
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The Cuarrman. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. In other words, this bill simply makes available to 
the retired people, from a pension standpoint—— 

The Cuarrman, That is right. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. The increased benefits provided to others by the 
act of 1958. 

Mr. Kipay. It permits the recomputation on a higher rate pro- 
vided in the act of 1958. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. That is right. And it is discretionary, is it not? 

The Cuarrman. No. 

Mr. Kinpay. No. 

The Carman, It is not discretionary at all. 

Mr. Kitpay. There is no discretion involved. 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman, how about those instances there, et 
cetera, that got the 6-percent increase ? 

Mr. Bianprorp. The law provides “whichever is greater.” 

Mr. Van Zanprt. Discretion on the part of the recipient ? 

Mr. Kiupay. No. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Whichever is the greatest. 

Mr. Kinpay. No. 

(Chorus of “What is the cost. ?”) 

The Cuarrman. It will cost $31 million the first year. 

Mr. Kirpay. It will diminish thereafter. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. I would like for Mr. Kilday or someone to explain— 
we explained it briefly the other day—why certain persons will be left 
out of this, 

Now, I heard from one retired officers association, and also from, I 
believe, two or three individuals, that they would not be able to 
benefit by this, although they are retired officers. You explained that 
the other day, but I am not a member of the subcommittee so I did 
not have the understanding of this that those on the committee would 
have. 

Mr. Kirpay. I will say to the gentleman from Indiana, of course 
this bill was not considered in the subcommittee. The hearings were 
held before the full committee. 

Mr. Bray. Yes. I mean I did not have the knowledge that pre- 
viously you had when you went into this legislation. 

Mr. Kripay. Well, of course, there are a number of different groups 
of retired military personnel. I don’t in anywise blame those who 
are not included within this bill for attempting to come within it. 

But the group that you are hearing from the most is that group 
which does not draw its retired pay under the Career Compensation 
Act of 1949. 

Mr. Bray. Did they have the opportunity to draw under that bill 
if they wanted to? 

Mr. Kitpay. They had the election to come under that bill if they 
were retired for disability and qualified under the new retirement 
system set up in the act of 1949. 

That is based on this, that prior to 1949 any person retired for 
physical disability was entitled to compute his retired pay at 75 per- 
cent of his base pay. 
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At that time physical disability retirement was granted for any 
disability which disqualified for full field service. So it could be 
a minimal disability, one not practically disabling but disabling from 
full field service. 

The act of 1949, for a number of reasons deemed to be sufficient— 
and I think are still sufficient and still valid—changed the retire- 
ment system so that one retiring for physical disability draws retired 
pay not at a fixed rate of 75 percent as formerly, but on the per- 
centage which he is disabled. 

And to determine the percentage to which he is disabled, you take 
the disability which the board finds him to have, and go to the Vet- 
erans’ Administration rating tables, and there you find the percentage 
of disability. So he draws that percentage of his base pay And the 

riod of 8 years of service also came in for retirement. 

Yes, Mr. Blandford ? 

Mr. Branprorp. That is only on the finding of proximate cause, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Kitpay. Now, you see where perfection is going to get us, and I 
am afraid further confused. 

So that act gave those previously retired election, if they could qual- 
ify on that basis, of computing their pay on the scales of 1949. They 
made the election. And of course, if it was more money, they elected to 
come under the act of 1949. If it was not more but if it was less, they 
stayed under the previous pay schedules. 

Mr. Bray. Then, since it is on a percentage of disability, it would be 
a rather complicated matter to include that in this legislation ¢ 

The CHarrMan. Well, that is already the law, for disability. 

Mr. Bray. No. 

The Cuarrman. This doesn’t deal with disability. 

Mr. Kanpay. It would very seriously complicate the chances of pass- 
ing this law, I can assure the gentleman, 

The point is ‘lis: In 1949, after many weeks of study and one effort 
on the floor and a recommittal of the bill, we finally passed the Career 
Compensation Act of 1949. And it was the first general revision of pay 
since 1908. It was the first time Congress had ever taken a look at the 
military pay and retirement system in 41 years. And we deliberately 
changed the physical disability retirement system. And we have lived 
under it now for 10 years. 

These people retired for disability had an election, and those who 
could qualify qualified and came under the 1949 act. There have 
been increases since so that it would probably be financially advan- 
tageous to them to compute under existing pay schedules. But it was 
not at that time. 

I am trying to make the point that this bill does not in any wise 
ase a revision of military retirement which was determined in 
1949. 

Of course, all of the discussion is academic, because under the bill 

nding, as drawn, all those amendments are not germane, because this 

ill relates to a specific group. And that specific group is named in 
the title; that is, those entitled to retired pay under the Career Com- 
pensation Act of 1949 who were prohibited from computing their re- 
tired pay under the rates provided in the act of 1958. 
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Now that is all that this relates to, and any other provision is not 
germane and subject to a point of order. 

Mr. Bray. Thank you. I think you made it clear. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarmman. Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. Rivers. This bill substantially—I want Mr. Blandford to hear 
this—this bill substantially does what the bills introduced by at least 
12 members of this committee would do. Mr. Chairman, at this point 
I would ask unanimous consent to include in the record that this bill 
does accomplish what those of us who introduced bills back some time 
ago wanted to accomplish on the same subject. ; 

What we attempted to do, Mr. Blandford, is what this bill does, and 
that is to make those who would otherwise become eligible under the 
pay rate of 1958—become eligible on the same rate and as though they 
were included in the 1958 pay bill. 

Mr. Buianprorp. That is correct, Mr. Rivers. It would make those 
who are eligible under the pay scales of the Career Compensation Act, 
retired prior to June 1, 1958, eligible to compute their retired pay 
under the same pay scale, now in existing law. 

Mr. Rivers. Now in existing law. 

Mr. Bianprorp. And there are over 40 bills that have been intro- 
duced that are comparable to the objective of H.R. 11318. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. That is exactly what I had in mind. 
And that is all it does. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much. 

Any further questions? 

Mr. Wrinsteap. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Srratron. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Stratton. 

Mr. Srrarron. Mr. Chairman, I am very much interested in the 
remarks the gentleman from Indiana, Mr. Bray, made on this subject. 
It so happens that I am the author of legislation which is designed to 
correct the situation to which the gentleman referred, and I believe 
that perhaps other members of the commitee may have gotten letters 
with respect to the same subject. 

I would like to make a brief statement on this matter, since it is of 
some concern, Mr. Chairman. 

I was very much impressed by the statement that was made the 
other day at the hearings by Mr. Tighlman with regard to this in- 
equity, to which my legislation is addressed. 

I am very seriously concerned about it. And I have considered very 
carefully and cautiously the possibility of offering an amendment, 
either in the wording of my bill or by some other wording, to this 
present legislation, so that we could correct the inequity which some of 
these disabled retired officers are experiencing. 

However, after careful consideration I decided not to offer any 
amendment to the bill because of the parliamentary situation which 
the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Kilday, has already referred to. 

I do, however, sincerely hope that if this bill goes to conference or 
at some future time when equalization is considered by this committee 
with regard to retired personnel, that consideration will be given to 
the possibility of permitting all individuals retired prior to October 
12, 1949, to have a new opportunity to recompute their retirement pay 
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under the Career Compensation Act as amended by the proposed legis- 
lation. 

There are two categories of individuals to whom I have reference: 
Those retired for disability, to which Mr. Kilday referred a moment 
ago, and those retired for other reasons. 

I think that at some future time or in the conference on this bill it 
may be possible to give consideration to allowing a new election, as 
suggested by Mr. Tilghman last week, for those retired prior to 
October 12, 1949. 

The Cuamman. I want to say, Mr. Stratton, we can’t consider it in 
conference. That is a subject matter that would have to be dealt with 
at some future time. 

Mr. Winstead, any questions ? 

Mr. Winsteap. If I understood Mr. Kilday, this is as far as you 
feel like we have any chance to go to do anything to correct some of 
these inequities ; is that right? 

Mr. Kixpay. I think if we are to get anything done it is going to 
have to be limited to this group. 

The point is: The act of 1958 created this situation. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. 

Mr. Kixtpay. There are perhaps many, many acts of prior dates 
that created other situations. 

The President has requested that this situation be corrected, and 
has included an under-the-line item in his budget to correct this 
situation. 

The other situations are not dealt with in this bill. This is a cor- 
rection of a situation, unique situation, which arose in the act of 1958, 
and as the chairman has stated one time previously that situation had 
developed. From reading the record I am convinced that that hap- 
pened on the floor, an amendment offered on the floor, which pro- 
hibited those retired prior to the date of that act from recomputing 
on the higher scale, and as the chairman stated, the similar situation 
arose that prompted the repeal of it in a very short period of time. 

The CuarrmMan. Now, members of the committee, I think every one 
of you thoroughly understand every provision of this bill. If you do 
not, let’s stop now and ask questions. Because when we present this 
bill to the House, we want to go as a united team. 

Any questions ? 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one question ? 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. Of the distinguished gentleman from Texas or the 
chairman, whoever wants to answer it. 

If a qualified person under this act is retired for disability, regard- 
less of his percentage of disability, will he be entitled to participate 
under this act to the full extent of it? 

In other words, a man is not able longer to carry on his duties. He 
only has actually 50-percent disability. Will he be entitled to just as 
much as if a person had 75-percent disability, but who is retired by 
reason of disability conditions? 

Mr. Kitpay. Well, if he is now paid under the Career Compensa- 
tion Act of 1949, he will recompute his pay at his present percentage 
on the higher pay scale provided in the act of 1958. 

The Cuarrman. That is right. 
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Mr. Witson. Mr. Chairman 
The Cuarrman. If there are no questions and no amendments 
Mr. Wixson. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Witson. I understood the counsel to say, Mr. Chairman, that 
legislation introduced by the gentleman from Texas has the same in- 
tent and purpose as the legislation introduced by 40 other Members 
of Congress. 

Now, I would like to ask a direct question: Does it accomplish ex- 
actly thesame? Is it just a different construction ? 

Mr. Buanprorp. The objective, as I understand, of the bills that 
have been introduced—a lot of them vary, but the objective is to pro- 
vide that those people retired prior to June 1, 1958, and paid under the 
pay scales of the Career Compensation Act, will be permitted to re- 
compute their retirement pay under the pay scales now contained in 
the Career Compensation Act as amended by the act of May 20, 1958. 

And may I say that if everyone will refrain from using the words 
“pay equalization bill,” and use the words “retired pay recomputation 
bill,” you will come closer to the truth. Because equalization is a 
very broad word and covers a great many subjects that are not con- 
tained in any of the bills that have been introduced on this subject 
matter. 

The Cruamman. Now call the roll, if there are no questions from 
any members. All in favor of voting for 11318 vote “aye,” and all 
opposed vote “no.” 

(Rolleall.) 

Mr. Smarr. Mr. Chairman, on this vote there are 34 yeas and no 
nays. 

The Cuarmman. A quorum being present and 34 voting in the 
affirmative and no votes in the negative, the bill is unanimously re- 
ported to the full committee. And I respectfully ask on behalf of the 
Armed Services Committee that Mr. Kilday and Mr. Arends go be- 
fore the Rules Committee and obtain a rule. And Mr. Kilday will 
handle the bill on the floor of the House for the Armed Services Com- 
mittee, and Mr. Arends, Mr. Bates, and other members of the com- 
mittee I will ask take part in the debate. 

Mr. Kitpay. You inadvertently stated a report to the full com- 
mittee. A report to the House. 

The CuarrmMan. Excuse me. Report to the House. 
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